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A COMPARISON OF TENNESSEE'S REVENUE POTENTIAL, UTILIZATION,
TAX BURDEN, AND EDUCATIONAL EFFORT WITH SELECTED STATES
Purpose. The purpose of this study was to compare Tennessee's 
revenue potential, utilization, tax burden, and educational effort with 
bordering states and the Southeastern states.
To facilitate the identification of the many aspects of the problem, 
the collection of data, the methodology employed, and the presentation of 
the findings, the problem was divided into four components: (1) to classify 
state and local sources of revenue and to calculate revenue potential and 
utilization for each of the sources of revenue in the selected states;
(2) to determine the tax burden of selected states relative to their fiscal 
capacity; (3) to estimate the relative educational effort in Tennessee and 
other selected states; and (4) to examine the findings of subproblems one, 
two, and three to ascertain the implications for Tennessee.
Method. Following an extensive review of related literature, the 
methodology for solving the problem was selected. First, the data for 
each source of revenue were collected and categorized. Second, the rate 
for each source was calculated and used to determine the revenue potential, 
the utilization above the average rate, and the unutilized revenue potential. 
These calculations were carried out separately for Tennessee and its 
bordering states and the Southeastern states. The results were summarized 
and presented in tables where they were ranked for comparison.
The tax burden for Tennessee and selected states was based on an 
index of tax sacrifice calculated by dividing the per capita personal 
income for each state by the amount of collected taxes expressed as a per­
cent of personal income. Interstate comparisons based on the findings 
were made.
The educational effort made by the selected states was calculated 
using the formulae:
Effort = Current Expenditures 
School Age Population
Adjusted _ Current Expenditures x School Age Population 
Effort Personal Income Total Population
The findings of each procedure were examined with respect to 
their implications for Tennessee. Specifically, the findings were 
examined to evaluate Tennessee's position among the bordering states 
and the Southeastern states as reflected by various indices and 
calculations of revenue potential and utilization.
Summary. The following hypotheses were considered with respect 
to the findings in this study.
1. The state and local revenue potential of Tennessee (based 
on the average yield rates of Tennessee and its bordering states) was 
utilized less than 100 percent.
2. The state and local revenue potential of Tennessee (based 
on the average yield rates for the Southeastern states) was utilized 
less than 100 percent.
3. Tennessee ranked below the median of bordering and south­
eastern states in net state and local potential revenue utilization.
4. Tennessee's tax burden was below that of the median 
bordering and southeastern states.
5. Tennessee ranked below the median bordering and south­
eastern states in per pupil expenditures for elementary and secondary 
schools and for total educational expenditures.
The findings supported all of the above hypotheses.
Conclusions. The following conclusions about Tennessee were 
drawn from the study.
1. In comparison with its bordering and southeastern states 
Tennessee was not utilizing its revenue potential sufficiently in two 
respects: (a) the amount collected from certain revenue sources; and 
(b) the failure to adopt certain sources of revenue. A broad-based 
personal income tax was the prime example.
2. The state revenue potential was higher than the local 
revenue potential but state revenue potential was underutilized and 
local revenue potential was exceeded by the actual collections.
3. Tennessee could increase, to a degree, the state revenue 
without creating a significant increase in tax burden.
4. Tennessee could increase the total educational expenditures 
per school age child and could do so by increasing the revenue utili­
zation to 100 percent.
Dissertation prepared under the guidance of Dr. Clyde L. Orr, 
Chairman, Dr. T. Madison Byar, Dr. C. Harold Measel, Dr. William L. 
Evernden, Dr. Ted C. Cobun, and Dr. James C. Pleasant.
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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION
When you can measure what you are speaking about and 
express it in numbers, you know something about it; but when 
you cannot measure it, when you cannot express it in numbers, 
your knowledge is of a meager, unsatisfactory kind.-'-
The total amount of taxes collected in 1969-70 by all of the
governments in the United States--federal, state, and local--was $232,9
billion. When all other revenue sources were added to the taxes the
o
figure increased to $333.8 billion.
The total revenue and nonrevenue receipts of public schools,
alone, were estimated at $42.1 billion for 1969-70. This was an
3
increase of 9.6 percent from the previous year.
The above figures had little meaning until they were examined 
to determine how the revenue was obtained and, more importantly, how 
much individuals living in different areas were required to pay in 
taxes and other charges in relationship to their ability. Government 
revenues increased every year and these increases were not the same
Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, Measuring 
the Fiscal Capacity and Effort of State and Local Areas (Washington,
D. C.: Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, 1971), p. 1.
U^. S. Bureau of the Census, Governmental Finances in 1969-70, 
Series GF 70, No. 5 (Washington, D. C.: U. S. Government Printing 
Office, 1971), p. 1.
^National Education Association, Research Division, Estimates 
of School Statistics, 1969-70 (Washington, D. C.: National Education 
Association, 1969), p. 17.
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throughout the country; consequently, it was most important to establish 
certain points of reference in order to make relative interstate 
comparisons in at least two specific areas--state and local revenue 
potential and utilization.
Revenue potential (capacity), a quantitative measure intended 
to reflect the resources which taxing jurisdictions could tax to raise 
revenue for public purposes, and revenue utilization (effort), a 
measure quantifying the extent to which a government actually used its 
capacity to raise revenue, were usually based on national "averages."
A state's revenue potential and utilization were frequently calculated
on the basis of what the "average state" in the nation was able to do
4
and did.
Such information was valuable, but the same type of information 
calculated on a regional basis provided more significant data for the 
states of the region.
No governor proposed a major tax change, and surely no legis­
lature adopted one, without first considering how the enactment 
affected the state1s standing compared to that of neighboring and 
competing states.'’
^Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, Measures 
of State and Local Fiscal Capacity and Tax Effort (Washington, D. C.: 
Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, 1962), p. 3.
■’Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, Measuring 
the Fiscal Capacity, loc. cit.
3THE PROBLEM
Statement of the Problem
The problem of this study was to compare Tennessee's revenue 
potential, utilization, tax burden, and educational effort with bordering 
states and the Southeastern states.
Subproblems
The problem was divided into four components to facilitate the 
identification of the many aspects involved: the collection of data,
the methodology employed, and the presentation of the findings. The 
subproblems were:
1. To classify state and local sources of revenue and to 
calculate revenue potential and utilization for each of the sources of 
revenue in the selected states;
2. To determine the tax burden of selected states relative to 
their fiscal capacity;
3. To estimate relative educational expenditure effort in 
Tennessee and selected states; and
4. To examine the findings of subproblems one, two, and three 
to ascertain implications for Tennessee.
Purpose of the Study
The primary purpose of the study was to collect, calculate, and 
present detailed regional data indicating Tennessee's revenue potential 
and utilization relative to its bordering states and the Southeastern 
states. In addition, tools selected to measure relative tax burden and 
educational expenditure effort were employed to compare Tennessee with
other selected states on a regional basis, namely, the eight bordering 
states and the twelve southeastern states.
Finally, no effort was made to pass judgment on states that 
failed to utilize all of their revenue potential. Instead, an 
attempt was made to reveal areas where unutilized revenue potential 
existed; the decision about how this revenue was to be realized was 
left to the policymakers.
Importance of the Study
The major significance of this study lay in an attempt to apply 
concepts and procedures employed in measuring revenue potential to the 
bordering states of Tennessee and to the Southeastern states. These 
concepts and procedures were essentially derived from three studies:
State and Local Revenue Potential, 1970,^  by Kenneth E. Quindry, Measures 
of State and Local Fiscal Capacity and Tax Effort,^  and Measuring the
O
Fiscal Capacity and Effort of State and Local Areas, both by the 
Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations. These comprehensive 
studies on revenue potential were national in scope and their findings 
were based on national "averages." There was a need, and, as Quindry 
stated, a demand for regional studies of this type.
It is important that the general public be aware of the degree 
to which it is being served by government, especially with regard to
£
Kenneth E. Quindry, State and Local Revenue Potential, 1970 
(Atlanta: Southern Regional Education Board, 1971).
7Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, Measures 
of State and Local Fiscal Capacity, loc. cit.
8Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, Measuring 
the Fiscal Capacity, loc. cit.
educational expenditures. The whole framework of representative 
institutions is based on the premise that popular appraisal is both 
possible and desirable. To the extent that public views about state 
and local governmental performance include concern about taxes and 
public spending— and some politicians would no doubt say that most 
voters were too preoccupied with these matters--it is desirable that 
such views rest on accurate information.
The development of more meaningful comparative figures 
should reduce the likelihood of poorly-founded judgments by 
the general public, whether voting is on specific tax rate 
or borrowing questions that are put to referendum or on 
deciding whether to re-elect present officials or 'turn the 
rascals out.'
More directly, well-based financial comparisons are 
needed by responsible policymakers--governors, mayors, legis­
lators, and local councilmen and board members--who in their 
representative capacity make most of the specific decisions 
about public budgets, taxing, and borrowing. In particular, 
such officials generally try to keep their own jurisdictions 
from getting too far out of line with neighboring or com­
peting areas.9
Finally, the importance of this study was based on statistical 
data. The major part of the study was intended to serve at least three 
purposes: (1) to provide information regarding new sources of revenue--
either in areas where revenue sources were underutilized or in areas 
where sources had not been adopted; (2) to inform those interested in 
Tennessee's position among the neighboring states with regard to the 
utilization of revenue potential; and (3) to provide the Southeastern 
states in general, and Tennessee in particular, with comparative 
measures of revenue, tax burden, and educational expenditures based 
on "regional averages."
9lbid0, p. 2 .
6DEFINITIONS
The following terms and their definitions were used in this 
study. It was most important to define the various sources of revenue 
because states differed in their classification of revenue sources.
Adjusted Effort for Educational 
Expenditures
The effort as measured by the formula:
Adjusted _ Current Expenditure School Age Population 
Effort Personal Income Total Population
Average Daily Attendance
The aggregate days the pupils were actually in school divided
11by the number of days school was actually in session.
Average Daily Membership
An average obtained by dividing the aggregate days of member­
ship by the number of days in which schools were in session. (Member­
ship was the total number of pupils belonging, the sum of those present 
and those absent.)^
Charges and Miscellaneous General Revenue
General revenue not including taxes and intergovernmental 
13revenue.
l^Daniel C. Rogers and Hirsch S. Ruchlin, Economics and 
Education (New York: The Free Press, 1971), p. 31.
H-N.E.A., op. cit., p. 10. ^Ibid.
Bureau of the Census, State Government Finances in 1970. 
Series GF 70, No. 3 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 
1971), p. 51.
Corporation Net Income Taxes
Taxes on net income of corporations and unincorporated businesses 
(when taxed separately from individual income) which included imposed net 
income taxes on special kinds of corporations (e.g., financial 
institutions).^
Current Expenditures
Included were amounts paid for general control, instructional 
service, operation, maintenance, fixed charges, and other school 
services at all levels of administration— state, intermediate, and 
basic local. It comprised all governmental contributions to the 
retirement fund and expenditure for school services, including atten­
dance, health services, transportation, food services, and others. It 
did not include payments for capital outlay and interest on school 
debt or, except when otherwise noted, amounts spent for community 
colleges, adult education, summer school, community services, and 
services to nonpublic school pupils.^
Death and Gift Taxes
Taxes which were imposed on the transfer of property at death, 
in contemplation of death, or as a gift.^®
Document and Stock Transfer Taxes
Taxes on the recording, registering, and transfer of documents
14Ibid., p. 52.
-^*N.E.A. , op. cit., p. 19.
l^u.S. Bureau of the Census, State Government Finances, op. cit.,
p. 52.
8such as mortgages, deeds, and securities, except taxes on recording or
17transfer of motor vehicle titles, which were classified elsewhere. 
Educational Expenditure Effort
18The effort as measured by the formula:
Effort = Current Expenditure 
School Age Population
General Sales or Gross Receipts Taxes
Sales or gross receipts taxes which were applicable with only
specified exceptions to all types of goods, of all goods and services,
19or all gross income, whether at a single rate or at classified rates.
Index of Tax Sacrifice
A measure of the amount that an individual was taxed relative
to his income. This index was calculated by dividing the taxes
collected as percent of personal income by the per capita personal
20income of the state.
Individual Income Taxes
Taxes on individuals measured by net income and taxes which 
were distinctively imposed on special types of income (e.g., interest, 
dividends, income from intangibles, et cetera).
17lbid. 18R0gers and Ruchlin, loc. cit.
19u,S. Bureau of the Census, State Government Finances, op. cit.,
p. 58.
20Henry J. Frank, "Measuring State Tax Burdens," National Tax 
Journal, 12:184, June, 1959.
21-U.S. Bureau of the Census, State Government Finances, op. cit.,
p. 54.
Insurance Trust Revenue
Revenue from contributions which were required of employers 
and employees for financing social insurance programs operated by the 
state and earnings on assets held for such systems. Excluded were any 
contributions by a state--either as employer contributions or for 
general financial support--to a social insurance system it administers. 
Tax proceeds, donations, and any forms of revenue other than those
enumerated above were classified as general revenue, even though such
22amounts may be received specifically for insurance trust purposes.
Intergovernmental Revenue
Amounts which were received from other governments as fiscal 
aid in the form of shared revenues and grants-in-aid, as reimbursements 
for performance of general government functions and specific services 
for the paying government (e.g., care of prisoners and contractual 
research), or in lieu of taxes. Excluded were amounts received from 
other governments for sale of property, commodities, and utility 
services and employer contributions from local governments to state- 
administered retirement systems. All intergovernmental revenue was 
classified as general revenue.
Intergovernmental Revenue from the 
Federal Government
Amounts from the federal government which were either for
direct expenditure by the state or for distribution to local
* 24governments.
libido 23xbid., p. 55. 24Ibid.
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Intergovernmental Revenue from the 
State Government
Included were any amounts originating with the federal
government but channeled through the state for distribution to local
go ve rnment s. ^
License Taxes
Taxes which were enacted (either for revenue raising or for 
regulation) as a condition to the exercise of a business or non­
business privilege, at a flat rate or measured by such bases as capital 
stock, capital surplus, number of business units, or capacity. Taxes 
measured directly by transactions, gross or net income, or value of 
property were excluded, except those to which only nominal rates 
applied. Included were "fees" related to licensing activities-- 
automobile inspection, gasoline and oil inspection, professional exami­
nations and licenses, et cetera--as well as license taxes which produced
96substantial revenues.
Alcoholic beverages license tax. Taxes which were levied on 
the manufacturing, importing, wholesaling, and retailing of alcoholic 
beverages other than those based on volume or value of transactions or 
assessed value of property.27
9  6^JU.S. Bureau of the Census, Governmental Finances, op. cit.,
P. 55.
26u.S. Bureau of the Census, State Government Finances, op. cit.,
p. 55.
27lbid.
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Amusements license tax. Taxes which were imposed on amusement 
businesses generally or on specific amusement enterprises (racetracks, 
theaters, athletic events, et cetera). These did not include "licenses" 
based on value or number of admissions, amount of wagers, or gross or 
net income, which were classified elsewhere.28
Corporations in general license tax. Franchise license taxes, 
organization, filing, and entrance fees, and other license taxes which 
were applicable, with only specified exceptions, to all corporations.
They did not include corporation taxes based on value of property, 
net income, or gross receipts from sales, or taxes imposed on particular
2
types of corporations (public utilities, insurance companies, et cetera).
Hunting and fishing license tax. Taxes on commercial and on non­
commercial hunting and fishing licenses and shipping permits.88
Motor vehicles license tax. License taxes which were imposed 
on owners or operators of motor vehicles, commercial and noncommercial, 
for the right to use public highways, including charges for title 
registration and inspection of vehicles. This did not include personal 
property taxes or sales and gross receipts taxes related to motor 
vehicles, taxis or motor carriers based on assessed value of property, 
gross receipts, or net income, or other taxes on the business of motor 
transport.81
28Ibid.
30ibid„
28Ibid.
31lbid.
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Motor vehicle operators license tax. License taxes which were 
for the privilege of driving motor vehicles; included were both private
required of persons engaging in particular professions, trades, or 
occupations, and such taxes on businesses not elsewhere classified. 
Included were charges related to inspection and marketing of seed, feed, 
fertilizer, gasoline, oil, citrus fruit, and other commodities, and 
chain store licenses, as well as licenses relating to operation of 
particular business enterprises.33
on public passenger and freight transportation companies, telephone, 
telegraph, and light and power companies, and other public utility 
companies including government-owned utilities. This did not include 
taxes measured by gross or net income, units of service sold, or value
Other license taxes. License taxes which were not listed 
separately (e.g., animal licenses, marriage licenses, registration 
fees on pleasure boats and aircraft, individual permits to purchase
and commercial licenses.^ 2
Occupations and business license tax. License taxes which were
Public utilities license tax. License taxes which were imposed
of property.^
o c
liquor, and other nonbusiness privileges).
Ibid Ibid
34-ib id. Ibid
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Liquor Stores Revenue
Amount received from the sale of liquor by state liquor stores 
and other revenues from state liquor store operations. Excluded were 
any state taxes collected by state liquor monopoly systems.
Net Local Revenue Utilization
The algebraic sum of all the local sources of revenue potential 
utilization.
Net State and Local General Revenue 
Utilization
The sum of all the state and local revenue potential utilization 
minus the revenue potential from net liquor store taxes, local revenue 
from the state government, and state revenue.
Net State and Local Revenue Utilization
The algebraic sum of the net state and local general revenue 
potential utilization plus the net liquor store revenue potential 
utilization.
Net State and Local Tax Revenue 
Utilization
The sum of the state and the local revenue potential utili­
zation.
Net State General Revenue Utilization
The algebraic sum of all state sources of revenue potential 
utilization with the exception of net liquor store revenue.
■^Ibid., p. 56.
Net State Revenue Utilization
The algebraic sum of all the state sources of revenue potential 
utilization (including net liquor store revenue). The insurance trust 
revenue was not included in this total.
Net Tax Utilization
The algebraic sum of all the potential tax revenue utilization 
expressed as amounts in dollars and as percents. One hundred percent 
utilization represented an "average rate" effort.
Other Taxes
Included were any taxes not previously listed under a separate 
category,
Personal Income
State personal income was the current income which was received 
by residents of the state from all sources, including transfers from 
government and business, but excluding transfers among persons. It was 
a before-tax measure. The total included non-monetary income or income 
received in kind. The figure included income of individuals and also 
income of nonprofit institutions, private trust funds, and private
O7
pension, health, and welfare funds.
37u.S. Department of Commerce, Regional Economics Division,
"State and Regional Personal Income in 1969," Survey of Current Business, 
50:34, August, 1970.
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Progressivity
The relative progressiveness of a tax as compared with the
O Q
federal personal income tax.
Property Taxes
Taxes which were conditioned on ownership of property and were
measured by its value. Included were general property taxes related
to property as a whole, real and personal, tangible or intangible,
whether taxed at a single rate or at classified rates; and taxes on
selected types of property, such as motor vehicles or certain or all 
39intangibles.
Revenue
All amounts of money received by a government from external 
sources— net of refunds and other correcting transactions--other than 
from issue of debt, liquidation of investments, and as agency and 
public trust transactions. Revenue excluded noncash transactions such 
as receipt of services, commodities, and other "receipts in kind."^®
Revenue Potential
This term was used synonymously with capacity and meant the 
total amount of revenue that would result by applying within the state 
the regional average rate for that particular source of revenue. That
38Roe L. Johns and Kern Alexander, Alternative Programs for 
Financing Education (Gainesville, Florida: National Educational Finance 
Project, 1971), p. 255.
39U.S. Bureau of the Census, State Government Finances, op. cit.,
p. 57.
40I.bid„, p. 58.
is, the amount of money that could be realized from a source based on 
an average rate.
Selective Sales and Gross Receipts Taxes
Sales and gross receipts taxes which were imposed on sales of 
particular commodities or services or gross receipts of particular 
businesses, separately and apart from the application of general sales 
and gross receipts taxes.
Alcoholic beverages tax. Selective sales and gross receipts 
taxes on alcoholic beverages.43
Amusements tax. Selective sales and gross receipts taxes on 
admission tickets or admission charges and on gross receipts of all or
I A
specified types of amusement businesses.
Insurance tax. Taxes which were imposed on insurance companies 
and measured by gross premiums or adjusted gross premiums.44
Motor fuels tax. Selective sales and gross receipts taxes on 
gasoline, diesel oil, and other fuels used in motor vehicles, including 
aircraft fuel. Any amounts refunded were deducted from gross 
collections.43
Parimutuels tax. Selective taxes xdiich were measured by 
amounts wagered at racetracks, including "breakage" collected by the 
government.4^
4lIbid. 42ibid. 43Ibid.
44Ibid. 45Ibid. 46Ibid.
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Public utilities tax. Selective and gross receipt taxes which 
were imposed on public passenger and freight transportation companies, 
telephone, telegraph, light and power companies, and other public 
utility companies and were measured by gross receipts, gross earnings, 
or units of service sold.4^
Tobacco products tax. Selective sales and gross receipts taxes 
on tobacco products, which included cigarette tubes and papers.4®
Other selective sales and gross receipts taxes. Selective 
sales and gross receipts taxes which related to specific commodities, 
businesses, or services not separately enumerated (lubrication oil, 
fuel other than motor fuel, meals, margarine, cement, et cetera).49
Severance Taxes
Taxes which were imposed on removal of natural products— e.g., 
oil, gas, other minerals, timber, fish, et cetera--from land or water 
and were measured by value or quantity of products removed or sold.-*®
Tax Burden
The relative tax effort as expressed by the index of tax 
sacrifice.
Taxes
Compulsory contributions which were exacted by a government for 
public purposes, except employee and employer assessments for retirement
47ibid. 
49Ibid.
48lbid.
-*®Ibid.
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and social insurance purposes. All tax revenue was classified as 
general revenue and comprised amounts received from all taxes imposed 
by a government. State tax revenue included any amounts that were 
shared with or redistributed to local governments as well as amounts 
which were expended directly by the state. However, state taxes 
excluded locally imposed taxes collected and returned to local govern­
ments by the state acting as collection agent.^
Utilization Above the Potential Yield
The amount of revenue utilized above the potential revenue; this 
resulted when the potential revenue was less than the actual collections.
Unutilized Revenue
The result obtained when algebraically subtracting potential 
revenue from actual collections and the answers were negative.
LIMITATIONS
The following limitations were imposed on the study.
The data utilized were obtained primarily from the Bureau of 
the Census, the National Education Association, State Education 
Associations, State Departments of Revenue, and the United States 
Office of Education. Since the reporting procedures of the states 
differed, the national agencies had applied correction formulae in the 
compilation process which resulted in a greater degree of data uni­
formity than existed in the raw data. Revenue data from all the state
5-*-Ibid., p. 59.
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and local sources were used but they were classified under various 
categories stated in Chapter 3.
This study was restricted by the limitations imposed by the 
Bureau of the Census on the state and local revenue collections. The 
data on state revenue collections were obtained by the Bureau of the 
Census from official records and reports of the various states. The 
figures were classified according to standard categories for the 
reporting of state finances.^ The financial data provided by the 
Bureau of the Census for local governments were estimates based on 
information received from a random sample of such governments. The 
sample consisted of 16,000 local governments. The survey coverage 
applied to all counties which had a 1960 population of 50,000 or more, 
all cities with a 1960 population of 25,000 or more, all other 
governments whose relative importance in their state based on expendi­
ture or debt was above a specified size, and a random sample of the 
53remaining units.
The study was limited to Tennessee and its bordering states: 
Alabama, Arkansas, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, Missouri, North 
Carolina, and Virginia. The Southeastern states included Alabama, 
Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North 
Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia, and West Virginia.
Data used in this study were limited to the fiscal year 1969-70, 
the most recent year for which information was available. The actual 
figures were, in most cases, estimates. This was due to the fact that
•52ibid., pp. 19-25.
C O
U.S. Bureau of the Census, Governmental Finances, op. cit.,
p. 14.
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much of the original data was based on estimates, and the calculations 
made it necessary to round numbers to the nearest thousands in the 
majority of cases. It was not the purpose of this study to measure 
revenue potential in an absolute sense. Instead, an effort was made 
to seek acceptable measures of the relative revenue potential of state 
and local governments in the selected states. The comparative measures 
of revenue potential and utilization referred to the extent to which 
state and local governments in various areas were making use of their 
revenue potential. These measures did not directly reflect inter-area 
(within a. state) differences in resulting tax or revenue burdens.
The cost of education and the value of the dollar varied from 
state to state and to the degree that it varied the application of the 
findings of this study are limited.
Finally, and most importantly, the study was limited to pre­
senting data that indicated the amount of potential revenue that existed 
and the amotxnt that was utilized but it was not within the scope of this 
study to provide the methods for realizing the unutilized revenue. No 
effort was made to suggest which particular taxes should be increased, 
decreased, or adopted.
ASSUMPTIONS
The study was, in part, based on the following assumptions:
1. The "average effort," based on Tennessee and its bordering 
states, to collect a particular tax was reasonable and that any state 
was able to put forth such an effort if it chose to do so.
21
2. Taxes were ultimately paid from personal income.-*^
3. In two states with identical dollar incomes a resident of 
the state where per capita personal income was greater had to make a 
smaller sacrifice in order to pay.
4. In an area with a high school age concentration relative to 
the total personal income of the area, the ability to finance each 
student's education was lower. Similarly, the higher the school age 
population relative to the total population of the area, the smaller the 
working population that can support school expenditures.
5. Per pupil expenditure based on the adjusted effort formula 
was a valid measure of the state's educational effort.
6. Revenue restraints brought about by legal, political, and
social institutions were assumed not to exist for the purpose of 
calculating the revenue potential for each source in the selected 
states.
7. It wa.s assumed that all of the states were equally efficient 
in collecting taxes.
8. Finally, it was assumed that if educational expenditures in
a state were "below the average" when compared to the educational
expenditure effort made by its bordering states and the Southeastern 
states, and there existed an amount of unutilized potential revenue 
"above the average," then revenue sources could be increased in order 
to improve educational expenditures.
5 4 - Q u i n d r y ,  State and Local Revenue Potential. 1970. op. cit.,
p. 12.
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HYPOTHESES
The following hypotheses were formulated.
1. State and local revenue potential (based on average yield 
rates for the bordering states) of Tennessee was utilized less than 
100 percent.
2. State and local revenue potential (based on average yield 
rates for the Southeastern states) of Tennessee was utilized less than 
100 percent.
3. Tennessee ranked below the median of bordering states and 
the median of southeastern states in net state and local potential 
revenue utilization.
4. Tennessee's tax burden was bel-ow that of the median 
bordering and southeastern states.
5. Tennessee ranked below the median of bordering states and 
southeastern states in per pupil expenditures for elementary and 
secondary schools and for total educational expenditures.
PROCEDURES
Procedures were designed to resolve each of the subproblems 
and provide a solution to the problem of the study. Procedures 
employed were the same for both groups of states. One set of data 
was based on Tennessee and its bordering states and another set was 
based on the Southeastern states. The following procedures are 
further explained in Chapter 3.
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Subproblem 1. To Classify State and Local Sources of Revenue and to 
Calculate Revenue Potential and Utilization for Each Source of 
Revenue in the Selected States
The publications mentioned in the limitations were surveyed to 
determine state and local revenue sources and data on collections for 
the fiscal year July 1, 1969, through June 30, 1970, in each of the 
selected states. Local revenue sources were compared by converting 
amounts collected into percentages of total state and local revenue 
respectively.
Potential revenue and utilization for each source were computed 
based on the methodology presented in Chapter 3. Results were compiled 
and findings are presented in Chapters 4 and 5.
Subproblem 2. To Determine the Tax Effort of the Selected States 
Relative to Their Fiscal Capacity
Total state and local tax collections were obtained from 
previously mentioned sources for the purpose of calculating taxes 
collected as percentages of personal income for each of the selected 
states. This was needed to calculate the index of tax sacrifice which 
was accomplished by dividing taxes collected as a percent of personal 
income by the per capita personal income of the state.
Index of Sacrifice = Taxes as Percent of Personal Income
Per Capita Personal Income
The above index was computed for total state taxes, total local taxes,
and total state and local taxes.
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Subproblem 3. To Estimate the Relative Educational Expenditure 
Effort in Tennessee and Other Selected States
Two formulae were selected to calculate the indices for
educational expenditure. They were:
_ Current Expenditures 
°r School Age Population
and
... , -j. _ Current Expenditures School Age Population
jus e or - personal Income Total Population
The adjusted effort (a statistic that reflects what is being spent 
relative to the ability of a state to make those expenditures) and 
effort (a statistic that indicates what is actually being spent) were 
compared.
The above indices were computed for total current educational 
expenditures, for elementary and secondary education, and for total 
public education expenditures for Tennessee and its bordering states 
and the Southeastern states.
Subproblem 4. To Examine the Findings of Subproblems One, Two, 
and Three to Ascertain the Implications for Tennessee
The findings of subproblems one, two, and three were examined
with respect to Tennessee's rank among the bordering states and the
Southeastern states. Obvious implications were stated but caution was
exercised in making any broad generalization based on this limited
study.
^Rogers and Ruchlin, loc. cit.
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ORGANIZATION OF THE STUDY
Chapter 1 includes an introduction to the study. A statement 
of the problem and subproblems, the purpose of the study, importance of 
the study, definitions of terms, limitations imposed on the study, 
assumptions, hypotheses, an explanation of procedures, and the outline 
of this study are also included.
Chapter 2 contains a review of literature related to the 
subject of this study.
Chapter 3 presents the methodology employed in solving the 
subproblems and the rationale for selecting certain procedures and 
formulae to solve the subproblems.
Chapter 4 contains the data on state and local revenue, 
revenue potential and utilization for Tennessee and its bordering 
states and the Southeastern states.
Chapter 5 presents the indices of tax sacrifice, indices on 
educational expenditures, and implications of the findings for 
Tennessee.
Chapter 6 contains the summary, conclusions, and recommen­
dations of the study.
Chapter 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
The topic "Revenue Potential and Utilization" had received 
extensive attention primarily for two reasons: (1) there was a
tremendous increase in public services which required an increase in 
taxation; and (2) there was a reorganization of government support 
for public services. In fact, the federal government increased its 
support of public education many times.^
For the purpose of this study, five areas were selected and 
presented. They are as follows: (1) revenue potential (capacity) and
utilization (effort); (2) average financing systems; (3) related 
studies, (4) types of taxes; and (5) education as an investment. An
exhaustive examination of the above topics was beyond the scope of 
this study; instead, topics were examined with respect to their effect 
on state revenue potential and public school finance.
REVENUE POTENTIAL AND UTILIZATION
Revenue potential was a quantitative measure of the amount of 
revenue that could be collected by a government; utilization was the 
degree to which the revenue potential was used.
Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, Measures of 
State and Local Fiscal Capacity and Tax Effort (Washington, D.C.: 
Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, 1962), pp. 3-4.
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The ability of people to contribute to the support of their 
government was dependent on many factors, including the population's 
total resources— its income, wealth, business activity, et cetera; the 
demands made upon these resources, including those made upon them by 
other governmental jurisdictions; the quantity and quality of govern­
mental services provided; and the importance people assigned these 
2services.
Reasons for Determining Revenue Potential 
and Utilization
Revenue potential was difficult, probably impossible, to assess 
in absolute terms, except with the benefit of an endless number of 
specifically identified assumptions. However, the purpose in most 
studies was not to measure the absolute revenue potential of state and 
local governments but to estimate the relative revenue potential. The 
question concerned the ability to contribute to government in one state 
compared with the corresponding ability in another.^
Comparisons of revenue potential and utilization were helpful 
to state and local officials and citizens' groups concerned with types 
and levels of taxation. When a general tax policy was subjected to 
review, the first questions usually raised included: How does our
state compare with its neighbors in revenue potential? How do our tax 
revenues compare with tax revenues in states with similar revenue 
potential or similar economic structure?
^Ibid., p. 3. 3lbid., p. 4.
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When specific changes in tax bases or tax rates were con- 
sidered--particularly the adoption of a new tax— interstate comparisons 
were frequently made.
Answers are requested to questions like: What is the tax 
size of the actual or potential tax base in our state? To 
what extent is this base taxed in other states? How much 
revenue could be raised if we taxed the base at the effective 
rates prevailing in neighboring (or similar) states?4
State and local governments had a need for estimates of 
revenue potential to enable them to predict future tax revenues and 
public service demands. Answers were needed to questions such as:
Will present state and local revenue systems be adequate to meet 
expected demands for public expenditures in the future? Are changes 
to new financing methods indicated? To provide answers to these and 
similar questions required estimating the revenue potential and 
utilization.
Estimating Revenue Potential and 
Utilization
Essentially, two approaches were employed by the Advisory 
Commission on Intergovernmental Relations in estimating the revenue 
potential of state and local governments. One approach analyzed the 
economic indicators, notably measures of income, in a state from which 
state and local taxes were paid, and compared it with the income of 
other states. The other approach was to evaluate taxable resources—  
tax bases— available within the state; to estimate the amount of revenue 
they would produce if subjected to various levels of taxation; and to 
compare these results with comparable calculations for other states.
^Ibid.
The two approaches, in part, merged. The economic indicator, for 
example, of most general applicability is income, but income, in some 
cases, is defined as the base for some taxes.^
AVERAGE FINANCING SYSTEM
The revenue potential in an "average financing system" was
defined as the total amount of revenue that would result by applying,
within the area, the national average rate of each of the numerous
kinds of state and local revenue sources. Based on this definition,
a number of national studies were conducted and they employed the
following methodology: (1) they determined for each of the various
kinds of state and local taxes a national average rate, which when
applied throughout the nation, produced the same amount of revenue
that state and local governments actually obtained from the particular
type of tax; (2) they estimated by state the potential yield of each
type of tax, when imposed at the uniform nationwide rate; and (3)
they aggregated these potential yield amounts for each state to
£
arrive at an estimate of its total tax potential.
The methodology discussed above was similar to that employed 
in this study, with two major exceptions: (1) this study was regional 
in scope; and (2) both tax sources and non-tax sources were considered 
in calculating the revenue potential.
5lbid.
£
°Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, Measuring 
the Fiscal Capacity and Effort of State and Local Areas (Washington, B.C. 
Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, 1971), p. 7.
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Finally, examples of measures of fiscal capacity are presented 
in Tables 1, 2, and 3. These findings were published by the National 
Educational Finance Project and are presented here for two reasons:
(1) as two examples of measures of capacity; and (2) most importantly, 
as references to be used later in comparing Tennessee's relative 
standing with the data derived in this study.
Implications of the "Average Financing 
System"
A high utilization above the average yield (high tax effort 
index) was found not to necessarily imply that taxes were diverting 
too large a share of resources to state and local governmental pro­
grams. Nor did a high unutilized potential (low tax effort index) 
necessarily point to the need for tax increases. The underlying 
differences in states' economic structures precluded such automatic 
interpretations of potential revenue utilization. States at varying 
stages of economic development, and experiencing different growth 
rates, elected to allocate their resources differently between public 
and private uses. Quite apart from differences in attitudes toward 
public as opposed to private purposes, one state may allocate a small 
share of its resources to public purposes in an effort to encourage 
industrial development. The familiar advertisements of low tax rates 
designed to attract industrial plants evidenced this policy. Other 
states pursued a less advertised course--designed within limits of tax 
alternatives available to them— to maximize private investment funds.^
^Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, Measures 
of State and Local Fiscal Capacity and Tax Effort, op. cit., p. 73.
Table 1
Measures of State-local Tax Capacity and Tax Effort for Selected States, 1968-69*
Bo
rd
er
in
g
So
ut
h­
ea
st
er
n Per Capita Amounts
Index Measures 
Amounts as % of
(Per Capita 
U.S. averages)
Tax
Capacity
Tax
Revenue
Personal
Income
(1968)
Tax Tax 
Capacity Revenue
Personal Relative 
Income Tax 
(1968) Effort
Alabama X X 270 227 2,337 70 59 68 84
Arkansas X X 299 222 2,322 77 58 68 74
Florida X 419 338 3,191 109 88 93 81
Georgia X X 314 273 2,781 81 71 81 87
Kentucky X X 312 278 2,645 81 72 77 89
Louisiana X 364 301 2,634 94 78 77 83
Mississippi X X 252 245 2,081 65 63 61 98
North Carolina X X 308 267 2,664 80 69 78 87
South Carolina X 254 227 2,380 66 59 70 89
TENNESSEE X 302 254 2,579 78 66 75 84
Virginia X X 337 323 3,068 87 84 90 96
West Virginia X 284 269 2,470 74 70 72 95
Missouri X 373 304 3,257 97 79 95 81
*Roe L. Johns and Kern Alexander, Alternative Programs for Financing Education (Gainesville, 
Florida: National Educational Finance Project, 1971), p. 78.
Table 2
Rankings of States on Three Fiscal Capacity Measures*
Bo
rd
er
in
g
So
ut
h­
ea
st
er
n
Per Capita Personal 
Income, 1969
Per Household 
Effective Buying Income 
1969
Per Capita 
Effective Buying Income 
1969
Bordering Southeastern 
Rank Rank
Bordering
Rank
Southeastern
Rank
Bordering
Rank
Southeastern
Rank
Alabama X X 7 9 7 10 8 11
Arkansas X X 8 11 8 11 7 9
Florida X 1 4 1
Georgia X X 3 3 3 2 3 3
Kentucky X X 5 5 5 6 4 4
Louisiana X 7 5 6
Mississippi X X 9 12 9 12 9 12
North Carolina X X 4 4 4 3 5 5
South Carolina X 10 7 10
TENNESSEE X 6 6 6 8 6 7
Virginia : X X 2 2 1 1 2 2
West Virginia X 8 9 8
Missouri X 1 2 1
*Roe L. Johns, Kern Alexander, and K. Forbis Jordan, Planning to Finance Education 
(Gainesville, Florida: National Educational Finance Project, 1971), p. 390.
Table 3
Rankings of States on Four Fiscal Capacity Measures*
Bo
rd
er
in
g
So
ut
h­
ea
st
er
n
Per Capita 
Retail Sales 
1969
Per House 
Retail Sales 
1969
Per Capita 
Property 
1966
Per Pupil 
Property 
1966
South- 
Bordering eastern 
Rank Rank
Bordering
Rank
South­
eastern
Rank
Bordering
Rank
South­
eastern
Rank
South- 
Bordering eastern 
Rank Rank
Alabama X X 8 10 8 10 7 10 7 10
Arkansas X X 6 6 7 9 2 4 3 4
Florida X 1 1 3 1
Georgia X X 2 2 2 2 9 12 9 12
Kentucky X X 7 8 6 8 6 9 4 7
Louisiana X 7 6 2 2
Mississippi X X 9 12 9 12 4 7 6 9
North Carolina X X 5 5 2 2 5 8 5 8
South Carolina X 9 7 1 5
TENNESSEE X 3 3 5 5 8 11 8 11
Virginia X X 4 4 4 4 3 5 2 3
West Virginia X 11 11 6 6
Missouri X 1 1 1 1
*Johns, Alexander, and Jordan, Planning to Finance Education, p. 391.
Some states followed different routes to identical objectives. 
While one attempted to stimulate private industrial development by 
keeping taxes low, others elected to do so by providing a high level 
of public facilities and services, reflecting the view that persons in 
the newer electronic and chemical industries placed high value on the 
availability of good quality schools, hospitals, libraries, higher 
education, recreation, water, and sanitation facilities. Investments 
in such facilities would be reflected in high utilization above the 
average yield of potential revenue sources.®
RELATED STUDIES
Much has been written on government and educational finance due
to the increase in public services which caused a corresponding increase
in taxes and other charges. Three comprehensive studies, national in
scope, that dealt with revenue potential and educational finance were:
(1) Measuring the Fiscal Capacity and Effort of State and Local Areas
g
by the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations; (2) State 
and Local Revenue Potential, 1970 by Kenneth E. Quindry;'*’® and (3) the 
National Educational Finance Project.^
8Ibid.
^Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, Measuring 
the Fiscal Capacity and Effort of State and Local Areas (Washington, D.C. 
Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, 1971)»
■^Kenneth E. Quindry, State and Local Revenue Potential. 1970 
(Atlanta: Southern Regional Education Board, 1971).
llRoe L. Johns, "Toward Equity in School Finance;" American 
Education. November, 1971, pp. 3-6.
35
The study by the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental
Relations was a continuation of the Commission's 1962 report, Measures
of State and Local Fiscal Capacity and Tax Effort. This study examined
ways to quantify (a) the relative financing capability of states and
their local governments, and (b) the extent to which these governments
12actually utilized this capability.
Quindry's study was a continuation of a previous Southern 
Regional Education Board report on comparative state and local tax 
revenues. This study was also national in scope and its basic objective 
was to facilitate the quantitative analysis of the fifty state-local tax 
systems.13
The National Educational Finance Project was the most compre­
hensive study of school finance ever undertaken, and the first such 
study on a nationwide scale since 1933.1^ The purposes of the massive 
undertaking were to identify the dimensions of basic and special 
educational needs; measure cost differentials among different edu­
cational programs; relate variations in those needs and costs to the 
ability of local, state, and federal governments to provide them; 
evaluate present funding programs; and construct a range of alternative 
school finance models from which those having a direct responsibility 
for school financing--and the general public— might select the one most
12Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, Measuring 
the Fiscal Capacity, op. cit., p. iii.
13Quindry, op. cit., p. 1.
14johns, "Toward Equity in School Finance," op. cit., p. 3.
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adaptable to their needs and objectives.^
The above studies were briefly identified in order to state 
their basic purposes. These and other studies were used extensively 
as sources of information.
TYPES OF TAXES
Taxes and tax structures were usually classified as either
progressive, proportional, or regressive depending on the effect a
tax had on personal income. Not all taxes were progressive or
regressive to the same degree, since the degree of variation was
dependent on the particular tax or tax structure.
A tax was considered to be progressive if, as the income
increased, the rate at which the income was taxed also increased. The
personal income tax was a good example of a progressive tax. For
example, an individual with an income of $11,000 may pay $1,100 in
income tax (i.e., 10 percent of his income) whereas an individual with
r
an income of $50,000 may pay $12,500 in tax (25 percent of his income). 
Where great inequality of income existed, a progressive tax was 
regarded as being more equitable than either a proportional or 
regressive tax.
A tax was considered to be proportional if the rate of taxation 
was proportional to income. For example, an individual with an income 
of $10,000 might pay $1,000 in tax (10 percent of his income) while a 
man with an income of $50,000 would pay $5,000 (10 percent of his
ISjbid., p. 5.
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income). Though favored by Adam Smith, a proportional system of tax­
ation was regarded as being less equitable than a progressive system.
The property tax, in theory, was a proportional tax but in practice, 
it was regressive.^
A tax was considered to be regressive if, as an individual’s 
income increased, the rate at which the income was taxed decreased.
For example, if an individual with an income of $10,000 bought a $5,000 
automobile, he may have paid $500 in taxes (a rate of 10 percent).
This $500 was 5 percent of the individual's income; however, if another 
individual with an income of $100,000 bought the same car and paid the 
same tax, he would have paid only 0.5 percent of his income. Most 
indirect taxes such as sales taxes were considered to be regressive.
Such taxes placed a greater burden on those with low incomes and thus 
were declared less desirable.
The relative progressiveness of the major taxes was presented 
in Alternative Programs for Financing Education by the National 
Educational Finance Project.17 These findings are presented in Table 4. 
Note the relative progressiveness of the property tax— a major source of 
local revenue. Table 5 presents the relative progressiveness of the 
state tax revenue. Tennessee ranked eighth when compared to its 
bordering states and eighth when compared to the Southeastern states.
Two other points of great importance indicated in the table are: (1) 
the federal income tax was considered the most progressive tax; and
l^Roe L. Johns and Kern Alexander, Alternative Programs for 
Financing Education (Gainesville, Florida: National Educational 
Finance Project, 1971), p. 253.
17Ibid.
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Table 4
Computation of Progressivity Values of All Taxes—  
Federal, State, and Local, 1968 (Excluding 
Social Security and Unemployment Taxes)*
Amount Progressivity
Tax (in millions) Value
Total Federal Taxes:
1. Individual income 78,155 50
2. Corporate income 29,897 24
3. Estate and gift 3,015 50
4. Sales, excises and other 14,387 16
Total 125,454 39.90
Total State Taxes:
1. Individual and corporate
income 8,749 35
2. Sales, gross receipts 20,979 15
3. Property 912 14
4. Estate and gift 872 50
5. All other 4,888 14
Total 36,400 20.49
Local School Taxes:
1. Property 14,157 14
2. All other 289 14
Total 14,446 14.00
*Roe L. Johns and Kern Alexander, Alternative Programs for 
Financing Education (Gainesville, Florida: National Educational 
Finance Project, 1971), p. 258.
Table 5
The Relative Progressivity of State Tax Revenues, 1968-69
Bo
rd
er
in
g
So
ut
h­
ea
st
er
n Progressivity Value 
Based an a Unit Value 
of 50.0 for the Federal 
Personal Income Tax
Bordering
State
Rank
Southeastern
State
Rank
Alabama X X 18.5 6 6
Arkansas X X 18.5 6 6
Florida X 15.3 12
Georgia X X 20.2 4 5
Kentucky X X 20.5 3 3
Louisiana X 16.9 10
Mississippi X X 16.8 9 11
North Carolina X X 22.4 2 2
South Carolina X 20.3 4
TENNESSEE X 17.6 8 8
Virginia X X 22.8 1 1
West Virginia X 17.4 9
Missouri X 19.5 5
*Johns and Alexander, Alternative Programs for Financing Education, p. 260.
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(2) the tremendous difference was emphasized in the total progressive­
ness between the taxes employed in the various levels of government.
Table 6 presents the relative progressiveness of state and 
local tax revenue for public schools. Tennessee ranked eighth when 
compared to its bordering states and ninth when compared to the South­
eastern states.
Table 7 presents the relative progressiveness of tax revenue 
for public schools from federal, state, and local sources. Again, 
Tennessee's rank of eighth was low when compared to its bordering 
states and the rank of tenth was also low when compared to the South-
1 Q
eastern states.
A progressive tax was most desired because it conformed to the 
ability-to-pay concept, and it also permitted the taxing body to keep 
pace with a growing economy. When income increased due to expansion 
in the economy, the revenue generated from a progressive tax also 
increased and at a rate greater than the increased income.^
Value-added Tax
A new source of revenue considered, in 1970, by the federal 
government as a means for obtaining funds to aid state and local 
governments--particularly to provide relief to the property owner-- 
was the "value-added tax." This tax, adopted in Western Europe in 
the late 1960's partly as an alternative to increases in property and 
income taxes, was seriously considered by the federal government
l^ T.bid., p. 262. 19Ibid., p. 252.
Rank
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1
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Table 6
The Relative Progressivity of State and Local Tax Revenues
for the Public Schools, 1968-69*
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and Alexander, Alternative Programs for Financing Education, p. 262.
Table 7
The Relative Progressivity of Tax Revenues for the Public Schools
from Federal, State, and Local Sources, 1968-69*
Bo
rd
er
in
g
I c
+J <U 
3 4Jo w cn td a)
Progressivity Value 
Based on a Unit Value 
of 50.0 for the Federal 
Personal Income Tax
Bordering
State
Rank
Southeastern
State
Rank
Alabama X X 21.7 2 3
Arkansas X X 20.8 6 7
Florida X 17.4 12
Georgia X X 20.6 7 8
Kentucky X X 21.4 3 4
Louisiana X 19.0 11
Mississippi X X 21.3 4 5
North Carolina X X 23.5 1 1
South Carolina X 22.3 2
TENNESSEE X 19.1 8 10
Virginia X X 21.1 5 6
West Virginia X 19.7 9
Missouri X 18.4 9
*Johns and Alexander, Alternative Programs for Financing Education, p. 261.
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following the increased pressure by taxpayers in the early 1970's.20
The value-added tax was a general sales tax that was applied at 
each stage of production and distribution. Unlike other types of sales 
taxes, it was levied only on the difference between a firm's total 
purchases and its total sales--the "value added" by the company.
The following is an example of an 11 percent value-added tax 
imposed on a suit of clothes:
1. A suit manufacturer bought the cloth from abroad, price 
$20, plus VAT of 11 percent, or $2.20. Other materials cost $5, plus 
VAT of $0.55. So the suit maker's cost for materials was $25, plus VAT 
of $2.75, or a total of $27.75.
2. The manufacturer's labor costs, other expenses, and profit
came to $15. This was the "value added" to the $27.75 paid for
materials. The manufacturer paid 11 percent VAT on that $15, or $1.65. 
So his total price to the wholesaler for the suit was $27.75, plus $15, 
plus $1.65, or a total of $44.40. The wholesale price included $4.40
of value-added tax, at that stage.
3. The wholesaler's operating costs and profit added $10 more 
to the cost of the suit. The wholesaler paid the government 11 percent 
VAT, or $1.10 on that "value added." So his price to the retailer was 
$44.40, plus $10, plus $1.10, or $55.50 in all. The value-added taxes 
had reached $5.50.
4. The retailers costs and profit markups added another $10 to 
the suit's price tag. The retailer paid the government 11 percent VAT
20"Europe's Value-Added Tax: Model for U.S.?," U.S. News and 
World Report. 72:75, March 6, 1972.
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or $1.10, on that "value added." So his price to the buyer of the 
suit was $55.50, plus $10, plus $1.10, or $66.60. The value-added 
taxes had totaled $6.60.21
As the manufacturer, wholesaler, and retailer "handled" the 
suit, each paid the government the 11 percent tax on the "value added" 
by his operations. Then each added that tax to the price charged to 
the next man in line. The man who bought the suit--the final customer' 
paid the total cost of the value-added taxes, because there was no one 
he could pass the tax on to.
The value-added tax needed revision so that its regressive 
nature could be reduced before it was adopted in the United States. 
This appeared to be the policymaker's main objective to the tax— its 
regressiveness.
Taxes for Financing Public Schools
On the financing of public education, Johns stated:
We believe that the public schools should be supported 
by an equitable tax structure. Usually, equity is considered 
to require '(1) equal treatment of equals; (2) distribution 
of the overall tax burden on the basis of ability to pay, as 
measured by income, by wealth, by consumption; (3) exclusion 
from tax of persons in the lowest income groups, on the grounds 
that they have no tax paying capacity; and (4) a progressive 
overall distribution of tax relative to income, on the basis 
that tax capacity rises more rapidly than income. . . .' The 
present tax structure supporting the public schools falls far 
short of meeting the equity t e s t . 2 2
Approximately 98 percent of all the local tax revenue raised 
by school districts in 1970-71 was derived from local property taxes.
21lbid.
2?Johns and Alexander, Alternative Programs for Financing 
Education, op. cit., p. 3.
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The property tax was the most regressive of any of the major types of
Therefore, the goal of improving the tax structure for 
the public schools must be attained primarily by increasing 
the percent of revenue provided from the state and federal
sources.24
Property Tax and the Serrano Case
Superior Court, County of Los Angeles. The complaint contended that
. . . plaintiff parents are required to pay a higher tax 
rate than taxpayers in many other school districts in order 
to receive for their children the same or lesser educational 
opportunities as are afforded to children in these other 
school districts.25
On August 30, 1971, the California Supreme Court, by a vote of
six to one, upheld the Serrano complaint. In so doing, it found that
the state's system of financing public education— largely through
taxation of local property--individually discriminated against the
poor because it made the quality of a child1s education dependent upon
the wealth of the district he happened to live in.^6 The jurists
To allot more educational dollars to the children of 
one school district than to those of another merely because 
of the fortuitous presence of more valuable real estate is 
to make the quality of a child's education dependent upon 
the location of private commercial and industrial establish' 
ments.27
taxes.23
On August 23, 1968, a seventeen-page complaint was filed in
the
stated:
23ibid. 24-Ibid.
25Robert Re inhold, "John Serrano Jr., et al., and School Tax 
Equality," The New York Times. January 10, 1972, p. 1.
27ibid.
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This method of financing public schools, similar to the ones 
used in every state with the exception of Hawaii, was held to violate 
the Fourteenth Amendment of the United States Constitution, which
forbids a state to "deny to any person within its jurisdiction the equal
protection of the laws."28 The court stated:
By our decision today we further the cherished idea of 
American education that in a democratic society free public 
schools shall make available to all children equally the 
abundant gifts of learning. This was the credo of Horace
Mann, which has been the heritage and the inspiration of
this country.29
Since the Serrano decision, many state courts upheld similar 
cases until the matter reached the United States Supreme Court. The 
Serrano decision and the pending United States Supreme Court decision 
may revolutionize the entire school finance structure. The impli­
cations were many but most educators felt the ruling was a good thing-- 
a decision long overdue.
Finally, the most important outcome of the Serrano case was 
the possibility for providing equality of educational opportunity for 
all children. In addition, the state and federal role in the financing 
of public schools was increased. Since public education was a state 
responsibility, the Serrano case indirectly placed the burden for 
equalizing educational opportunity on the states. In fact, the 
federal government may be forced to equalize the educational opportunity 
for children living in different states. In spite of the initial con­
fusion, the Serrano case led to the first thorough legislative 
consideration of the basic structure of school finance since the advent 
of public education.
28ibid. 29ibid.
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EDUCATION AS AN INVESTMENT
One of the most important outcomes of public education is the 
equal opportunity that should be provided for each individual to develop 
his potential. Over and above this and other outcomes of education-- 
which by themselves were justification for the investment--were related 
outcomes which had economic significances in increased productivity, 
justifying the assertion that the money invested in education results 
in a yield in monetary dividends which more than repays the principal 
invested.
This was illustrated by comparing an individual's level of 
education with his lifetime income (Figure 1). The data indicated that 
from age eighteen onward an average elementary school graduate can 
expect an income of approximately $247,000; a high school graduate 
$341,000; a college graduate, $580,000; and a person with one or more 
years of graduate study, $587,000. Recent trends further supported the 
financial advat.images of a good education. While the income of all 
segments of the population had grown in the past few years, the greatest 
increases occurred at the higher educational levels. Between 1961 and 
1966, the income of an average male elementary school graduate twenty- 
five years of age or older rose from about $4,200 to $4,900; a high 
school graduate from $5,900 to $7,000; and a college graduate from 
$9,300 to $11,000. Not all of these variations can be attributed 
directly to differences in educational attainment, but it appeared 
that the number of years spent in school had an important effect upon 
future earning power.^
30lbid.
Elementary School: 
Less than 8 years 
8 years 
High School:
1 to 3 years 
4 years 
College:
1 to 3 years
4 years
5 or more years
UJ I I I I  I f  $189,000 
l l l l l l l l l i n  $247,000
m / i / u m n r mr n  $284,ooo 
T rn in t im im i i i i i i i i $341,000  
n T r i i r m i i i r i i i n i i r i r n rn  $394,000  
[ f n i im in i i i i i t i i i i i i i i i i nn innnrmn $508,000
l l l U l U l U L l l J - L L U U l L U I l l l t l l l l l l l l l l l l l l l l l l l l l l l $587,ooo
$100,000 $200,000 $300,000 $400,000 $500,000
Figure 1 
Education and Income*
*Kenneth A. Simon and W. Vance Grant, Digest of Educational Statistics (Washington, D.C. 
U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 1970), p. 16.
49
Education as an investment was also supported by an examination 
of its impact on the economic structure as a whole, rather than of 
returns to the individual. The economic growth in recent years could 
not be attributed entirely to land, labor, and physical capital— the 
major factors of production stipulated by Adam Smith.31 Economists 
determined a greater "output" in economic growth than could have been 
produced from the measured "inputs" of land, labor, and capital, as 
the factors were traditionally measured. Thus, a substantial part of 
the unexplained growth must be attributed to the quality of human 
resources.
Many studies were conducted to qualify the investment in human 
capital and to refine measures of its yield in terms of increased 
economic growth. The following are a few conclusions based on these 
studies.
. . . private research to date suggests that the average 
rate of return on investment in formal education as a whole 
is higher than the rate of return for business investment.32
In economic terms, the marginal efficiency of investment 
in human capital is currently higher in our society than the 
marginal efficiency of investment in physical capital.33
3lHoward R. Jones, Financing Public Elementary and Secondary 
Education (New York: The Center for Applied Research in Education, Inc., 
1966), p. 12.
32walter W. Heller, "Education as an Instrument of Economic 
Policy"(address delivered before the O.E.C.D. Policy Conference on 
Economic Growth and Investment in Education, October 18, 1961, 
Washington, D.C.), p. 4 of mimeographed text of address.
33£ugene L. Swearingen, "Education as an Investment,"
Financing the Changing School Program (Washington: Committee on Edu­
cational Finance, National Education Association, 1962), p. 20.
. . . whereas physical capital contributed almost twice 
that of education between 1909 and 1929, the contribution 
of education to economic growth between 1929 and 1957 
exceeded that of physical capital.34
. . .  a dollar or a rupee invested in the intellectual 
improvement of human beings will regularly bring a greater 
increase in national income than a dollar or a rupee 
devoted to railways, dams, machine tools, or other tangible 
capital goods.35
Especially since World War II, economists are discovering 
that growth may be mainly a matter of developing human talent 
and that it can be deliberately fostered by judicious but 
generous allocation of resources for this purpose.36
Schultz concluded:
1. For the private domestic economy of the United 
States, the annual rate of return was estimated to be 
between 10 and 15 percent before personal taxes.
2. An annual rate of return for investment in elementary
education at 35 percent or higher was estimated.
3. An annual rate of return on investment in high school 
education for white males at 25 percent was estimated. Esti­
mated rates of return to members of minority groups ranged 
down to near zero for southern rural black males.
4. An annual rate of return on investment to improve
the quality of elementary and secondary schooling in the 
neighborhood of 25 percent was estimated.
5. An annual rate of return on investment in college 
education in the neighborhood of 15 percent (before personal 
taxes) was estimated for white males. Estimated rates of 
return ranged downward from 15 percent for rural males, women 
and non-whites.37
34Theodore W. Schultz, "Reflections on Investment in Man, 
The Journal of Political Economy. Supplement 70:5, October, 1962.
35john K. Galbraith, quoted in Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., 
"The One Against the Many," Saturday Review, 45:9, July 14, 1962.
3^Harold M. Groves, Education and Economic Growth 
(Washington, D.C.: The Committee on Educational Finance, National 
Education Association, 1961), p. 7.
37Johns and Alexander, Alternative Programs for Financing 
Education, op. cit., p. 25.
Chapter 3
METHODOLOGY
The purpose of this chapter was to present the procedures 
employed in selecting the data and the methodology used in calculating 
the relative revenue potential (revenue capacity) for each source of 
revenue, the relative utilization (effort), the index of tax sacrifice, 
and an estimate of the relative expenditure effort for education. The 
decision was made to treat Tennessee and its bordering states as one 
group and the twelve southeastern states as a separate group for com­
parative purposes. Therefore, the procedures were carried out for 
Tennessee and its bordering states and were also carried out for the 
Southeastern states.
REVENUE POTENTIAL
The first step in determining the revenue potential was the 
collection and classification of data to be used in the procedure 
designed to solve the problem. The data required were: (1) the state 
and local collections for each tax employed, and (2) the amounts for 
all other sources of state and local revenue, for the latest available 
year for the selected states.
In examining the financial reports from the various selected 
states, two factors became apparent. Not all of the states used the 
same reporting classifications and some states did not have the
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information requested available in a form that could be identified for 
reclassification. Thus, it was concluded that the latest information 
published by the Bureau of the Census was the most appropriate to use 
because it was compiled in a uniform manner and the classification for 
the sources of revenue, with few exceptions, was most suitable for the 
purposes of this study. The specific publications selected to obtain 
the amounts of revenue collected from each source were: State Government 
Finances in 197Q-*- for the state collections and Governmental Finances in 
1969-70  ^for the local collections. This information is presented for 
each of the selected states in Chapter 4, Figures 2 through 27. The 
data are presented as they were compiled and reported by the Bureau of 
the Census, with the exception of the percentages, which were computed 
to show the relationships of the parts to the whole. The amount and 
percent of the revenue from fourteen major sources at the state level 
and five at the local level is presented in these figures. Five dashes 
indicate a state did not utilize a particular source. Liquor store 
revenue is the gross revenue; expenditures were not subtracted. When 
this source was used to determine revenue potential, only net revenue 
from liquor stores was used. Insurance trust revenue was also 
reported in these figures but was later deleted as a revenue source 
because it was only of benefit to public employees and not to the 
public in general.
lu.S. Bureau of the Census, State Government Finances in 1970. 
Series GF 70, No. 3 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing 
Office, 1971), pp. 19-26.
^U.S. Bureau of the Census, Governmental Finances in 1969-70. 
Series GF 70, No. 5 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing 
Office, 1971), pp. 31-33.
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The second step in the procedure to determine revenue potential 
for each source was to subgroup some of the major sources of revenue 
and to provide subtotals in a way that was meaningful to the study, and, 
at the same time, provided a means to check for computational errors.
All state and local revenue sources were classified in the following 
scheme:
Total State Revenue
Total State General Revenue
Total State Tax Revenue
Total State Revenue from Sales and Gross Receipts Taxes
State Revenue from General Sales and Gross Receipts 
Taxes
Total State Revenue from Selective Sales and Gross 
Receipts
State Motor Fuels Taxes 
State Alcoholic Beverages Taxes 
State Tobacco Products Taxes 
State Insurance Taxes 
State Public Utilities Taxes 
State Parimutuels Taxes 
State Amusements Taxes
State Revenue from Other Selective Sales and Gross 
Receipts Taxes
Total State Revenue from License Taxes
State Motor Vehicles License Tax
State Motor Vehicle Operators License Tax
State Corporations in General License Taxes
State Public Utilities License Taxes
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State Alcoholic Beverages License Tax
State Amusements License Tax
State Occupations and Business License Tax
State Hunting and Fishing License Tax
Other State License Taxes
State Revenue from Individual Income Taxes
State Revenue from Corporation Net Income Taxes
State Revenue from Property Taxes
State Revenue from Death and Gift Taxes
State Revenue from Severance Taxes
State Revenue from Documentary and Stock Transfer 
Taxes
State Revenue from Other Taxes
Total Intergovernmental Revenue
State Intergovernmental Revenue from the Federal 
Government
State Intergovernmental Revenue from the Local 
Governments
State Revenue from Charges and Miscellaneous General 
Revenue
Net State Revenue from Liquor Stores
The net state revenue from liquor stores was used and insurance 
trust revenue was completely omitted in determining the revenue 
potential.
Calculating the Rate
The third step involved determining the rate. The following 
method was employed;
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1. A common measure or tax base was selected to compute the 
average yield rate. In most cases the common measure was personal 
income; the exceptions were:
a. State motor fuels tax, state motor vehicles license 
tax, and state vehicles operators license taxes were based on vehicle 
registration;
b. Severance taxes were based on the value of the 
products severed; and
c. Intergovernmental revenue was per capita.
2. The sum of the collections for a particular revenue source 
for the selected states (either Tennessee and its bordering states or 
the Southeastern states) was calculated.
3. The sum of the particular base of the selected states was 
calculated.
4. The sum of the collections were divided by the sum of the 
base to determine the rate. For example, the rate for the state 
insurance taxes for Tennessee and its bordering states was calculated 
in the following manner:
a. The base selected for the state property tax was 
personal income;
b. The data for the bordering states which employed a 
state property tax were obtained from Table 37 (note that Tennessee 
did not have a state property tax) and their sum was $96,434,000;
c. The personal income (the base selected) of Tennessee 
and its bordering states (Table 9) which employed a property tax 
(Tennessee was the only exception) was calculated to be $89,324,000,000; 
and
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d. The sxam of the collections ($96,434,000) was divided 
by the sum of the base ($89,324,000,000) and the resulting rate was 
.001080 per $1.00 of income. This rate was changed to per $1,000 of 
income by multiplying .001080 by 1,000 which resulted in 1.080 per 
$1,000 of income, the rate given in Table 8.
In short, the procedure for determining the rate was:
Sum of the revenue collections of the states
______that utilized the particular source_____
a 0 - Sum of the "base" collection of the states 
that utilized the revenue source
Calculating the Potential Yield 
and the Utilization
The potential yield at average rate for each state was the 
product of the rate and the base for the particular state. For 
example, the potential yield at average rate (based on Tennessee and 
its bordering states) of the state property tax in Alabame was deter­
mined by calculating the product of .001080 (Tennessee and its 
bordering states average tax rate) and $9,116,000,000 (the personal 
income of Alabama). The product (the potential) was $9,845,280 
(rounded to thousands, $9,845,000), the same as the illustration in 
Table 37.
The unutilized potential and the utilization above potential 
yield were obtained by algebraically subtracting the amount collected 
from the potential yield at average rate. If the number were positive, 
the amount was unutilized potential; if the number were negative (as 
in the cases vfaere the collection was more than the potential yield at 
average rate), the amount was utilization above the potential yield.
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In the previous example, the difference between $22,853,000 (the actual 
collection) and $9,845,000 (the potential) was +$13,008,000--the 
utilization above the potential yield illustrated in 37.
INDEX OF TAX SACRIFICE
In order to determine the relative tax burden of the selected 
states an index of tax sacrifice was calculated. A method was selected 
that took into consideration an individual's tax-paying ability 
relative to his wealth as expressed in personal income.
The index of tax sacrifice was calculated in the following 
manner: (1) the per capita personal income for each state was calcu­
lated; (2) taxes collected were expressed as percentages of the 
personal income for each state; (3) the per capita personal income for 
each state was divided by the collected taxes expressed as a percent 
of the personal income; (4) the quotient was multiplied by one 
thousand to obtain the index of tax sacrifice; and (5) the states 
were ranked.
The above method was based on the assumption that in two 
states with identical taxes per dollar of income, the resident of 
the state where per capita personal income was greater had to make
O
less sacrifice in order to pay. The results of the calculations for 
the index of tax sacrifice are presented in Tables 129 through 133.
• H^enry J. Frank, "Measuring State Tax Burdens," National Tax 
Journal. 12:182, June, 1959.
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EDUCATIONAL EFFORT
The methodology employed in calculating the "effort" made in 
the selected states in financing public education was based on calcu­
lating school expenditures per student. In an attempt to obtain 
comprehensive state and local school expenditures per student, the 
current state and local expenditures per pupil in average daily 
membership (a term synonymous to enrollment) was multiplied by the 
total public school enrollment to obtain a measure of total school 
expenditures. This measure was then divided by the school age 
population (5 through 17 years of age) to obtain a measure of school 
expenditures per potential student, which served as an indication of 
effort.
In brief,
Current 
Expenditure Public
Per Pupil x School
Effort = in A.P.M._____ Enrollment _ Current Expenditures
School Age Population School Age
(5-17 years of age) Population
The above measure, however, did not adjust for the "ability"
(fiscal capacity) of the states and localities. The greater the number
of inhabitants five to seventeen years of age relative to the total 
personal income of the area, the lower their ability to finance each 
student's education. Similarly, the greater the number of inhabitants 
five to seventeen years of age relative to the total population of the 
area, the smaller the working population that could support school 
expenditures, and, consequently, the lower their ability. Multiplying 
the effort measure by the appropriate ratios representing the economic
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and demographic adjustments described above resulted in an "adjusted 
effort"--ef£ort adjusted for ability--measure.^
In brief,
Current School Age School Age
Adjusted _ Expenditures x Population x Population 
Effort ~ School Age Personal Total
Population Income Population
_ Current Expenditures x School Age Population 
Personal Income Total Population
A comparison between adjusted effort (a statistic that reflected 
what was spent relative to the ability of a state to make those expendi­
tures) and actual effort (a statistic that indicated what was actually 
spent) was made. In order to make interstate comparisons possible, the 
effort and adjusted effort measures were converted into indices, with 
the average for each region serving as the base. The effort and adjusted 
effort indices were then ranked to simplify comparisons.
In this study the above procedures were employed in calculating 
the effort and adjusted effort of total current educational expenditures 
for elementary and secondary schools and total current expenditures for 
public schools and other programs for Tennessee and its bordering states 
and the Southeastern states. The data for these formulae were obtained 
from the National Education Association.The findings are presented in 
Tables 132 through 135.
^■Daniel C. Rogers and Hirsch S. Ruchlin, Economics and Education 
(New York: The Free Press, 1971), p. 31.
■’National Education Association, Research Division, Estimates of 
School Statistics. 1969-70 (Washington, D.C.: National Education 
Association, 1969), p. 37.
Chapter 4
STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE POTENTIAL AND UTILIZATION
IN THE SELECTED STATES
The art of taxation consists in so plucking the goose 
as to obtain the largest amount of feathers with the least 
possible amount of hissing.^
The major purpose of this study was to calculate and present
comprehensive data on the revenue potential and utilization for
Tennessee based on the "average financing systems" of Tennessee and its 
bordering states and the Southeastern states. The prime objective in 
presenting these data was to indicate areas where unutilized revenue 
potential existed but not how to realize it--a matter that was left to 
the policymakers.
The data are presented in six sections.
1. Total state and local revenue collections in amount and per­
cent for 1970
2. "Average rates" for state and local revenue sources based 
on Tennessee and its bordering states and the Southeastern states
3. State and local revenue potential and utilization based on 
the average rates of Tennessee and its bordering states
4. Summary of utilization of state and local revenue potential 
for Tennessee and its bordering states
^Lewis C. Henry, Best Quotations for All Occasions (New York: 
Fawcett World Library, 1945), p. 226.
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5. State and local revenue potential and utilization based on 
average rates for the Southeastern states
6. Summary of utilization of state and local revenue potential 
for the Southeastern states
The only information in the following tables obtained from
reference sources were the state and local revenue collections. All
other data were calculated. Since only two sources were used to obtain
the data, they are cited here and not under every table. The state
revenue collections were obtained from State Government Finances in 1970,
o
pages 19 through 26; the local revenue collections were obtained from
3
Governmental Finances in 1969-70. pages 31 through 33; all other data 
in this chapter were computed based on revenue collections or other 
cited data.
TOTAL STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE COLLECTIONS 
BY AMOUNT AND PERCENT, 1970
The following figures present the amount of total revenue 
collected in the nine bordering and the twelve southeastern states.
The data were divided into two groups, state and local collections, and 
each group was subdivided into major sources of revenue. The data were 
presented in three forms: (1) actual collections; (2) collections
expressed as a percent of total state or local revenue; and (3) a
o
U. S. Bureau of the Census, State Government Finances in 1970. 
Series GF 70, No. 3 (Washington, D. C.: U. S. Government Printing 
Office, 1971), pp. 19-26.
S. Bureau of the Census, Governmental Finances in 1969-70. 
Series GF 70, No. 5 (Washington, D. C.: U. S. Government Printing 
Office, 1971), pp. 31-33.
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figure which was divided into three sections, each section representing 
the amount (in percent) collected from taxes.
Total state revenue in these figures included insurance trust 
revenue and liquor store revenue, two sources which were not used in 
computing revenue potential for the selected states. Insurance trust 
revenue (Appendix B and C) was subtracted from the total state revenue 
because it was not a revenue source that was of benefit to the public in 
general; it was of benefit only to public employees. Liquor store 
revenue was adjusted, that is, expenditures were subtracted from revenue 
and a net liquor store revenue figure was used in the calculations. The 
reason for this was that only the profits of such an operation could 
logically be considered as a "tax" source. The same reasoning could 
have been applied to "charges and miscellaneous revenue," but expenditure 
data for this category were impossible to obtain.
State and Local Revenue for Tennessee. 1970
On the average, 50 percent of State of Tennessee revenue was 
obtained from taxes, about 30 percent was derived from intergovernmental 
sources, and 20 percent from liquor store, insurance trust, and charges 
and miscellaneous revenue. Local revenue was about equally divided 
among the three categories listed for the state revenue.
Total state revenue for Tennessee was $1,272,728,000 and local 
revenue was $1,059,100,000. Total state tax revenue was $686,936,000 
and total local tax revenue was $409,200,000. The three primary state 
tax sources of revenue were general sales and gross receipts taxes- 
$241,151,000, selective sales and gross receipts taxes-$232,655,000, 
and license taxes-$116,417,000, Although Tennessee had a state income
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tax, it was not a broad-based income tax in the traditional sense. The 
income tax in Tennessee applied only to the earnings of individuals and 
partnerships from dividends on stocks and interest bonds. In addition, 
Tennessee did not operate state liquor stores, have a state property 
tax, or severance taxes.
The total local revenue for Tennessee was $1,059,100,000. The 
primary tax source was the property tax, $301,700,000,
The following twenty-six pages are figures on state and local
revenue.
48.7'/
Liquor, 
Insurance
Total State Revenue ...................................... . . $1,351,141
15.7% General Sales and Gross Receipts Taxes...........................  212,383
18.5 Selective Sales and Gross Receipts Taxes. . . .  ...............  249,486
3.8 License Taxes..........................    51,190
6.3 Individual Income Taxes ......................  . 85,081
2.3 Corporation Income Taxes ...................  30,797
1.7 Property Taxes .........................  22,853
0.1 Death and Gift Taxes.................. 1,380
0.2 Severance T a x e s ...................... 2,242
Inter­
governmental / 0.1 Document and Stock Transfer Taxes   1,949
30 8°/ ' 0.0 Other Tax Revenue
30.8 Intergovernmental Revenue .........................  416,272
9.6 Charges and Miscellaneous Revenue .................  129,628
5.4 Liquor Store Revenue   . . . . . . . .  72,947
5.5 Insurance Trust Revenue ........................  . . . . . . .  74,933
Figure 2
Total State Revenue for Alabama, 1970
(in thousands)
Other
Total Local Revenue.........   $ 878,300
4.9% From the Federal Government ................................  42,900
40.1 Other Intergovernmental Revenue . . . . .  ..........  352,400
12.8 Property Taxes.................................... 112,700
13.8 Other Tax Revenue .................................. 121,100
28.4 Charges and Other Revenue ..................................  249,200
Figure 3
Total Local Revenue for Alabama, 1970
(in thousands)
Total State Revenue.........................    $ 656,703
16.6% General Sales and Gross Receipts Taxes .................. 108,719
18.9 Selective Sales and Gross Receipts Taxes ............ 124,175
  6.1 License Taxes...........    40,338
6.5 Individual Income T a x e s ...................  42,548
/  Taxes \  4.0 Corporation Income Taxes ................  26,228
( 53.5% \ o.l Property T a x e s ......................  870
_____________________________ 0.1 Death and Gift Taxes . . . . . . . .  743
Liquor,
Insurance /  Severance T a x e s ...................  4,334
.and Misc. /  Inter-
\ 14.9% /  governmental /  °*° Document and Stock Transfer Taxes . . . ----
\  /  31.6% /  0.5 Other Tax Revenue......................... 3,492
31.6 Intergovernmental Revenue................... 207,576
8.3 Charges and Miscellaneous Revenue ..............  54,339
0.0 Liquor Store Revenue . .............................. ....
6.6 Insurance Trust Revenue ..................................  43,341
Figure 4
Total State Revenue for Arkansas, 1970
(in thousands)
Total Local Revenue ...................................... $ 411,900
3.67o From the Federal Government..............................  14,700
37.4 Other Intergovernmental Revenue ....................  154,100
30.1 Property Taxes .................................. 123,800
2.1 Other Tax R e v e n u e .................................  8,700
26.8 Charges and Other Revenue ................................  110,400
Figure 5
Total Local Revenue for Arkansas, 1970
(in thousands)
Total State Revenue ....................
29.6% General Sales and Gross Receipts Taxes . .
22.0 Selective Sales and Gross Receipts Taxes
License Taxes
0.0 Individual Income Taxes
0.0 Corporation Income TaxesTaxes
63.8% Property Taxes
0.7 Death and Gift Taxes
Liquor, 
Insurance 
.and Misc.
0.0 Severance Taxes
Document and Stock Transfer Taxesf Inter- X  
governmental
18.1%
0.0 Other Tax Revenue
18.1 Intergovernmental Revenue
8.5 Charges and Miscellaneous Revenue
0.0 Liquor Store Revenue
9.5 Insurance Trust Revenue
Figure 6
Total State Revenue for Florida, 1970
(in thousands)
$2,226,037
658,197
490,578
176,524
33,623
16,017
248
45,922
403,315
189,310
212,303
Total Local Revenue ......................................  $2,365,100
  .   3.4% From the Federal Government.............................. 80,900
/  Inter-
governmental 33.2 Other Intergovernmental Revenue . . . . . . . . . . .  784,900/ ^ \ 36.6% \
Charge \
and Other/ I 32.5 Property Taxes................................................. . 767,500
y 23.9% / Taxes I
N. I 39.6/„/ y  ^ Other Tax R e v enue ..................................  167,200
23,9 Charges and Other Revenue ................................  564,700
Figure 7
Total Local Revenue for Florida, 1970
(in thousands)
Ovvo
Total State Revenue .................................... $1,631,621
20.67. General Sales and Gross Receipts T a x e s ....................  335,807
16.8 Selective Sales and Gross Receipts Taxes ............  274,907
____________ 3.1 License T a x e s ................................... 51,276
jr 11.3 Individual Income T a x e s ..................  184,943
/  Taxes \  5.2 Corporation Income Taxes ..............  84,735
57.67. \ 0.2 Property Taxes......................  3,123
\ 0.3 Death and Gift T a x e s ............  5,642
Liquor, / I q q Severance Taxes . ................  ....
Insurance / /
and Misc. / Inter- J q q  Document and Stock Transfer Taxes . . 12
V ifi iw /  governmental\ lo • j/o y /
\  /  /  0.1 Other Tax Revenue......................  889
\  /  25.7% /
X. 25.7 Intergovernmental R e v e n u e ................  419,987
8.7 Charges and Miscellaneous Revenue ............ 142,282
0.0 Liquor Store Revenue .............................. ....
7.8 Insurance Trust Revenue .................................. 128,018
Figure 8
Total State Revenue for Georgia, 1970
(in thousands)
Total Local Revenue ...................................... $1,351,400
3,5% From the Federal Government.................    47,300
33.0 Other Intergovernmental Revenue ....................  445,900
32.1 Property Taxes...........     433,800
4.1 Other Tax Revenue .................................  55,900
27.3 Charges and Other Revenue ........................ . . . .  368,500
Figure 9
Total Local Revenue for Georgia, 1970
(in thousands)
Liquor, 
Insurance 
and Misc.
17.37c
Total State Revenue ................................
21.27. General Sales and Gross Receipts Taxes . . . . . . .
15.0 Selective Sales and Gross Receipts Taxes . . . .
3.5 License Taxes ..............................
Individual Income Taxes ..............
3.1 Corporation Income Taxes ........  .
2.1 Property Taxes ................
1.0 Death and Gift Taxes ........
0.0 Severance Taxes ............
0.1 Document and Stock Transfer Taxes
1.0 Other Tax Revenue .................
Intergovernmental Revenue ............
10.2 Charges and Miscellaneous Revenue .........
0.0 Liquor Store Revenue ........................  .
7.1 Insurance Trust Revenue
$1,263,556
267,688
189,452
44,834
121,423
39,459
26,577
12,445
191
975
341,012
129,199
90,301
Figure 10
Total State Revenue for Kentucky, 1970
(in thousands)
Total Local Revenue ...................................... $ 725,600
4.9% From the Federal Government..............................  35,500
35.9 Other Intergovernmental Revenue ..................  . 260,700
26.8 Property Taxes...............................   . 194,300
9.0 Other Tax Revenue . . . . . . .  ...................  65,400
23.4 Charges and Other Revenue ................................  169,600
Figure 11
Total Local Revenue for Kentucky, 1970
(in thousands)
Total State Revenue ..................
10.0% General Sales and Gross Receipts Taxes
14.1 Selective Sales and Gross Receipts Taxes
4.3 License Taxes
2.9 Individual Income Taxes
Taxes
2.1 Corporation Income Taxes
50.5%
Property Taxes
Death and Gift Taxes
Liquor, 
Insurance 
iand Misc.
Inter- I
governmental /
24.9% /
15.1 Severance Taxes
0.0 Document and Stock Transfer Taxes
24.6%
0.0 Other Tax Revenue
24.9 Intergovernmental Revenue
17.5 Charges and Miscellaneous Revenue
0.0 Liquor Store Revenue
7.1 Insurance Trust Revenue
Figure 12
Total State Revenue for Louisiana, 1970
(in thousands)
$1,660,273
166,485
234,136
70,726
47,993
34,770
26,935
6,728
251,019
413,686
289,801
117,994
Total Local Revenue ......................................  $1,019,000
 2.5% From the Federal Government...........................................  . 25,400
/  Inter- \
/ governmental \  42.6 Other Intergovernmental Revenue ...................  434,400
' 45.1%
Charges f  _ I 20.7 Property Taxes...........................   211,400
iand Other/ ®S I
\ 18 9%/ 36.0% I
\  ’ 1 /  15.3 Other Tax Revenue...................................  155,700
18.9 Charges and Other Revenue ................................. 192,100
Figure 13
Total Local Revenue for Louisiana, 1970
(in thousands)
Total State Revenue ......................
24.47a General Sales and Gross Receipts Taxes . . .
15.2 Selective Sales and Gross Receipts Taxes
3.4 License Taxes
4.7 Individual Income Taxes
Taxes
2.1 Corporation Income Taxes
0.4 Property Taxes
Death and Gift Taxes
Liquor, 
Insurance 
and Misc.
1.5 Severance TaxesInter­
government al
29.17o
0.0 Document and Stock Transfer Taxes
19.07a
0.0 Other Tax Revenue
29.1 Intergovernmental Revenue
8.7 Charges and Miscellaneous Revenue
5.0 Liquor Store Revenue
5.3 Insurance Trust Revenue
Figure 14
Total State Revenue for Mississippi, 1970
(in thousands)
$ 935,458
227,930 
141,770 
31,777 
44,162 
19,949 
3,917 
1,980 
14,262
8
272,100
81,267
46,768
49,568
Total Local Revenue . . . . .  ............................ $ 591,000
_______2.3% From the Federal Government...............................  13,400
/  Inter-
/ governmental \  46.5 Other Intergovernmental Revenue ........................ 275,000
f 4 9 . 8 % ____ \
iCharges r I 26.0 Property Taxes.................................................. . 153,800
I and Other / Taxes I
\ 22 57 / 29.7% I
\  * ° I /  2.7 Other Tax R e v e n u e .................................  16,100
22.5 Charges and Other Revenue ................................  132,700
Figure 15
Total Local Revenue for Mississippi, 1970
(in thousands)
Liquor, 
Insurance 
and Misc.
16.87c
Total State Revenue ........................
23.37» General Sales and Gross Receipts Taxes . . . .
13.4 Selective Sales and Gross Receipts Taxes .
7.5 License Taxes .....................
8.8 Individual Income Taxes .........
1.4 Corporation Income Taxes . . .
0.2 Property Taxes ..........
0.8 Death and Gift Taxes . . 
0.0 Severance Taxes . . . .  
0.0 Document and Stock Transfer
0.0 Other Tax Revenue ............
27.7 Intergovernmental Revenue . . . .
7.8 Charges and Miscellaneous Revenue . .
0.0 Liquor Store Revenue ....................
9.0 Insurance Trust Revenue .......................
Figure 16
$1,480,279
344,799
198,737
111,572
129,654
21,287
2,815
11,996
410,749
114,917
133,753
Total State Revenue for Missouri, 1970
(in thousands)
Total Local Revenue ...................................... $1,452,700
~~ ■— 3.47. From the Federal Government......................  49,500
y'Tnter- 
governmental/ \
A "  27.27, /  \ 23.8 Other Intergovernmental Revenue....................  345,900
Charges'"*^/ Taxes I
and Other/' 53 ^  I 44.1 Property Taxes..................................  640,000
\18.9y^ J
/  9.8 Other Tax R e v e n u e ..................................  142,400
18.9 Charges and Other Revenue .............................. „ 274,800
Figure 17
Total Local Revenue for Missouri, 1970
(in thousands)
Total Sales Revenue ...................................... $1,944,505
13.6% General Sales and Gross Receipts Taxes....................  264,461
19.7 Selective Sales and Gross Receipts Taxes ............... 383,227
_______________6.0 License T a x e s .................................... 116,530
13,9 Individual Income Taxes ........ . . . . . . .  270,945
/ Taxes \  Corporation Income Taxes ..................  112,408
61.27. \ 1.2 Property T a x e s ........................  23,680
\ 1.0 Death and Gift T a x e s ................  18,936
Liquor, / N. I o,0 Severance Taxes......................  ....
Insurance / /
and Misc. /inter- N. / g.O Document and Stock Transfer Taxes . . . .  ----
\  19.1% /  g°v6rn“ \  /
\ j mental q q  other Tax Revenue..........................  33
\  / 19.67. y
/ s' 19.6 Intergovernmental R e v e n u e ................  381,555
9.8 Charges and Miscellaneous Revenue ................ 191,268
0.0 Liquor Store Revenue .................................. ....
9.3 Insurance Trust Revenue ........ .   181,462
Figure 18
Total State Revenue for North Carolina, 1970
(in thousands)
Total Local Revenue $1,325,500
Other
3.1% From the Federal Government
51.4 Other Intergovernmental Revenue
28.4 Property Taxes
1.1 Other Tax Revenue
16.0 Charges and Other Revenue
41,400
681,700
376,000
14,000
212,400
Figure 19
Total Local Revenue for North Carolina, 1970
(in thousands)
Liquor
Mrsc
Total State Revenue .................. . . . . . . . . . .
20.8% General Sales and Gross Receipts Taxes ....................
18.8 Selective Sales and Gross Receipts Taxes ........... . .
3.4 License Taxes ...................................
10.3 Individual Income Taxes ........  . ..........
4.6 Corporation Income Taxes ..................
0.2 Property Taxes ........................
0.4 Death and Gift Taxes ................
0.0 Severance Taxes ......................
0.3 Document and Stock Transfer Taxes . . . .
0.0 Other Tax Revenue ..........................
21.7 Intergovernmental Revenue ....................
10.5 Charges and Miscellaneous Revenue ................
0.0 Liquor Store Revenue ..................................
9.1 Insurance Trust Revenue ....................................
Figure 20
$ 926,335
192,552 
174,156 
31,408 
95,398 
42,318 
1,655 
3,517
2,674
201,284
97,172
84,201
Total State Revenue for South Carolina, 1970
(in thousands)
Total Local Revenue ...................................... $ 559,800
4.4% From the Federal Government..............................  24,400
47.7 Other Intergovernmental Revenue .................... 266,800
28.1 Property Taxes .................................. 157,400
1.7 Other Tax R e v e n u e .................    9,400
18.2 Charges and Other Revenue ................................  101,900
Figure 21
Total Local Revenue for South Carolina, 1970
(in thousands)
Total State Revenue .......................................... $1,272,728
18.9% General Sales and Gross Receipts Taxes ....................... 241,151
18.3 Selective Sales and Gross Receipts Taxes ...............  232,655
^ -------------9.1 License Taxes..............   116,417
1.0 Individual Income T a x e s ........................  12,113
/  Taxes \  4.7 Corporation Income Taxes   59,633
S4 07 \
0 \ 0.0 Property T a x e s ........................... ....
j 1.4 Death and Gift Taxes..................  18,118
Liquor, /  I
Insurance /  / °*° Severance T a x e s .......................  ....
and Misc. /  Inter-
V 16 6% /  governmental I 0A  Document and Stock Transfer Taxes........  4,914
\  /  29.4% /  Other Tax Revenue............................ 1,935
29.4 Intergovernmental Revenue ...................... 373,623
9.5 Charges and Miscellaneous Revenue .................... 121,542
0.0 Liquor Store Revenue ...................................... ....
7.1 Insurance Trust Revenue ........................................  90,627
Figure 22
Total State Revenue for Tennessee, 1970
(in thousands)
Total Local Revenue ........................................ $1,059,100
______  5.5% From the Federal Government................................  58,300
/  Inter- \
/ governmental \  34.7 Other Intergovernmental Revenue ....................  367,200
^ ^ 4 0 .
Charges 1 28.5 Property T a x e s ................................... 301,700
and Other I Taxes I
\  21.2% / 38.7%/
I V  10.2 Other Tax R e v e n u e .................................. 107,500
21.2 Charges and Other Revenue ..................................  224,300
Figure 23
Total Local Revenue for Tennessee, 1970
(in thousands)
Total State Revenue . . .  ................
11.9% General Sales and Gross Receipts Taxes . . .
16.0 Selective Sales and Gross Receipts Taxes
4.5 License Taxes
16.0 Individual Income Taxes
Taxes
54.1% 3.8 Corporation Income Taxes
0.7 Property Taxes
0.7 Death and Gift Taxes
Liquor, 
Insurance 
and Misc.
0.0 Severance Taxes
Inter­
governmental
19.6%
0.5 Document and Stock Transfer Taxes
26.5 %
0.0 Other Tax Revenue
19.6 Intergovernmental Revenue
13.0 Charges and Miscellaneous Revenue
8.8 Liquor Store Revenue
4.7 Insurance Trust Revenue
Figure 24
Total State Revenue for Virginia, 1970
(in thousands)
$1,768,415
210,045
282,280
79,067
282,769
67,369
12,599
12,245
314
8,187
851
345,772
229,032
155,509
82,376
Total Local Revenue .....................................  $1,324,200
6.17o From the Federal Government...........   , . . . 80,800
33.5 Other Intergovernmental Revenue . . . . . . . . . . .  443,000
32.8 Property Taxes.............    434,200
14.5 Other Tax Revenue ..................................  191,700
13.2 Charges and Other Revenue .............................. . 174,600
Figure 25
Total Local Revenue for Virginia, 1970
(in thousands)
Taxes
45.6%
Total State Revenue . . . . .  ............
21.5% General Sales and Gross Receipts Taxes . . .
14.0 Selective Sales and Gross Receipts Taxes
4.1 License Taxes ....................
4.7 Individual Income Taxes ........
0.5 Corporation Income Taxes . . 
0.0 Property Taxes ........
1 0.6 Death and Gift Taxes ................
Liquor, Inter­ I 0.0 Severance Taxes ......................
\ Insurance governmental
\and Misc. I 0.1 Document and Stock Transfer Taxes . . . .
\  24.3% 30.2%
0.1 Other Tax Revenue.........................
30.2 Intergovernmental Revenue ....................
8.3 Charges and Miscellaneous Revenue
5.8 Liquor Store Revenue ...............
10.2 Insurance Trust Revenue ................
$ 844,644 
181,710 
118,451 
34,220 
40,061 
3,872 
250 
5,009
750
670
254,966
69,975
48,717
85,993
Figure 26
Total State Revenue for West Virginia, 1970
(in thousands)
Total Local R e v e n u e ...........    $ 372,600
2.7% From the Federal Government ............................... 10,000
' Inter- \
governmental \  ^2*° Other Intergovernmental Revenue .......................  158,900
4 5 . 3 % ^ ^ ,  A
^.ggg 7 ---  I 32.8 Property Taxes..........................   122,300
and /  Taxes / 
ther/ a 7.6% /
. y  y  4.8 Other Tax R e v e n u e .................................  17,900\Q7.n y
17.1 Charges and Other Revenue .  ......................  63,600
Figure 27
Total Local Revenue for West Virginia, 1970
(in thousands)
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"AVERAGE RATES" FOR STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE SOURCES BASED 
ON TENNESSEE AND ITS BORDERING STATES AND 
THE SOUTHEASTERN STATES
The rates for thirty-four sources of revenue were calculated 
and presented in Table 8. These rates included eight separate cate­
gories for selective states and gross receipts and nine for licenses.
Rates were not true rates as the term "rate" was traditionally 
used. Instead, they were "substitute rates" based on a common measure 
for the purposes of calculating revenue potential. The common measures 
selected were (1) personal income, (2) population, (3) vehicle regis­
tration, and (4) the value of the severed property. These bases were 
selected because there was a high positive correlation between the 
bases and the revenue sources they measured. Other studies, national 
in scope, used the same common measures to calculate "substitute rates.
As was stated previously, the method employed in calculating the 
rates was to divide the sum of the revenue collections of the states 
that used a particular source of revenue by the sum of the selected 
"common measure" (base) of the states that used the source of revenue 
the rate represented. The population and personal income figures used 
are presented in Table 9. The data on vehicles registered and on the 
value of the severed products are in Table 10.
Finally, the rates in Table 8 represent both those based on 
Tennessee and its bordering states and those based on the Southeastern 
states. Nineteen of the thirty-four rates were higher for the South­
eastern states when compared to the rates of Tennessee and its bordering 
states.
^■Kenneth E. Quindry, State and Local Revenue Potential, 1970 
(Atlanta: Southern Regional Education Board, 1971), pp. 1-2.
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Table 8
Rates for Sources of Revenue Based on the Average Yield Rates 
for Tennessee and Its Bordering States 
and Southeastern States, 1970
INC-per $1,000 personal income 
PPV-per $1,000 product value 
PVR-per vehicle registered 
PC -per capita
Bordering
States
Rate
Southeastern
States
Rate
STATE REVENUE
General Sales and Gross 
Receipts Taxes ........
Selective Sales and Gross 
Receipts Taxes
State Motor Fuels Taxes
State Alcoholic Beverage 
Taxes ................
State Tobacco Products Taxes
State Insurance Taxes . . .
State Public Utilities Taxes
State Parimutuels Taxes . .
State Amusements Taxes . .
Other State Selective Sales 
and Gross Receipts Taxes . .
License Taxes
State Motor Vehicles License 
Taxes ....................
State Vehicles Operators 
License Taxes ........
22.017
63.935
2.640
2.544
1.818
1.750
0.783
0.020
1.095
State Corporations License 
Taxes ..................
20.688
1.981
0.951
23.778
63.922
3.564
2.421
1.859
1.741
1.490
0.047
1.115
19.951
1.971
0.858
Base
Used
INC
PVR
INC
INC
INC
INC
INC
INC
INC
PVR
PVR
INC
Table 8 (continued)
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State Public Utilities 
License Taxes . . . . . . . . .
State Alcoholic Beverage 
License Taxes „ ..............
State Amusements License 
Taxes ........................
Occupations and Businesses 
License Taxes . . . .  ........
State Hunting and Fishing 
License Taxes ................
Other State License Taxes . . .
Individual Income Taxes ........
Corporation Net Income Taxes . . .
Property Taxes ..................
Death and Gift Taxes ............
Severance Taxes ................
Documentary and Stock
Transfer Taxes ..................
Other State Taxes ..............
Intergovernmental Revenue
From Federal Government . . . .
From Local Governments ........
Charges and Miscellaneous 
General Revenue ................
Net Liquor Store Revenue ........
Bordering Southeastern Base
States States Used
Rate Rate
0.055 0.040 INC
0.064 0.086 INC
0.022 0.025 INC
0.939 1.226 INC
0.335 0.278 INC
0.015 0.034 INC
11.676 11.515 INC
4.595 4.893 INC
1.080 1.325 INC
0.831 0.797 INC
12.317 40.000 PPV
0.271 0.700 INC
0.109 0.111 INC
91.761 89.730 PC
2.193 2.280 PC
11.874 13.372 INC
1.127 1.314 INC
Table 8 (continued)
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Bordering
States
Rate
Southeastern
States
Rate
Base
Used
LOCAL REVENUE
From the Federal Government . . . 11.380 11.000 PC
From State Government .......... 98.617 106.000 PC
Local Property Taxes ............ 27.562 26.273 INC
Other Local Tax Revenue ........ 7.191 7.076 INC
Charges and Miscellaneous 
General Revenue ................ 19.067 19.878 INC
Table 9
Population and Personal Income*
Bo
rd
er
in
g
So
ut
h­
ea
st
er
n Total 
Population 
April 1, 
1970
Personal 
Income 
Calendar 
Year, 1969 
(millions)
Per
Capita
Personal
Income
(dollars)
Rank in 
Bordering 
States
Rank in 
Southeastern 
States
Alabama X X 3,444,165 9,116 2,582 7 10
Arkansas X X 1,923,295 4,963 2,488 8 11
Florida X 6,789,443 22,396 3,525 1
Georgia X X 4,589,575 14,253 3,071 3 3
Kentucky X X 3,219,311 9,202 2,847 5 5
Louisiana X 3,643,180 10,413 2,781 7
Mississippi X X 2,216,912 5,234 2,218 9 12
North Carolina X X 5,082,059 15,030 2,888 4 4
South Carolina X 2,590,516 7,018 2,607 8
TENNESSEE X 3,924,164 11,189 2,808 6 6
Virginia X X 4,648,494 15,441 3,307 2 2
West Virginia X 1,744,237 4,735 2,603 9
Missouri X 4,677,399 16,085 3,458 1
*U.S. Bureau of the Census, Governmental Finances in 1969-70, Series GF 70, No. 5 
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1971), p. 52.
Table 10
Number of Motor Vehicles Registered and Value of Severed Products, 1970*
Bo
rd
er
in
g
So
ut
h­
ea
st
er
n Number of Motor Vehicles 
Registered
Value of Severed 
Products
Alabama X X 1,917,000 $ 308,442,000
Arkansas X X 977,000 213,283,000
Florida X 4,119,000 339,975,000
Georgia X X 2,611,000 220,128,000
Kentucky X X 1,762,000 595,067,000
Louisiana X 1,792,000 4,750,800,000
Mississippi X X 1,119,000 262,314,000
North Carolina X X 2,838,000 111,210,000
South Carolina X 1,369,000 68,161,000
TENNESSEE X 2,027,000 211,449,000
Virginia X X 2,266,000 353,637,000
West Virginia X 868,000 950,544,000
Missouri X 2,402,000 370,409,000
*Kenneth E. Quindry, State and Local Revenue Potential, 1970 (Atlanta: Southern Regional 
Education Board, 1971), pp. 28-29, 32-33.
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STATISTICAL TABLES ON STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE COLLECTED,
POTENTIAL YIELD AT AVERAGE RATE, UTILIZATION ABOVE 
POTENTIAL YIELD, AND UNUTILIZED POTENTIAL BASED 
ON AVERAGE YIELD RATES FOR TENNESSEE AND 
ITS BORDERING STATES, 1970
The tables in this section present the amount of revenue 
collected, the potential yield at average rate, the utilization above 
the potential yield, and the unutilized potential. Potential yield at 
average rate was obtained by multiplying the rate by either the personal 
income, per population, vehicles registered, or severed property for 
Tennessee and its bordering states. Utilization above potential yield 
or unutilized potential was obtained by algebraically subtracting the 
potential yield from the amount collected. If the answer were positive, 
it was utilization above the average yield; if the answer were negative, 
it was unutilized potential.
This procedure was employed for each source of state and local 
revenue and the results for Tennessee and its bordering states are 
presented in Tables 11 through 53. It should be pointed out that sub­
total tables were included for appropriate sources. These subtotal 
tables were obtained by adding the figures from the other tables. They 
were not calculated with a rate.
Finally, Tables 11 through 46 present the state sources of 
revenue and Tables 47 through 53 present the local sources of revenue 
based on the rates determined for Tennessee and its bordering states. 
Liquor store revenue, as previously discussed, is a net amount, 
therefore, it will not correspond with the amounts given earlier in the 
state revenue Figures 2 through 27. The total tables will also not
correspond with the total amounts stated in the state revenue Figures 
2 through 27 due to the liquor store and insurance trust deductions.
The following forty-three pages are tables on state and local 
revenue for Tennessee and its bordering states.
Table 11
Total State Revenue for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 1,207,198 1,100,636 106,562
Arkansas 613,362 598,528 14,834
Georgia 1,503,603 1,609,451 105,848
Kentucky 1,173,255 1,075,347 97,908
Mississippi 846,819 657,072 189,747
Missouri 1,346,526 1,723,484 376,958
North Carolina 1,763,043 1,725,797 37,246
TENNESSEE 1,182,101 1,292,151 110,050
Virginia 1,552,479 1,665,884 113,405
Table 12
Total State General Revenue for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 1,203,261 1,090,362 112,899
Arkansas 613,362 592,935 20,427
Georgia 1,503,603 1,593,388 89,785
Kentucky 1,173,255 1,064,976 108,279
Mississippi 839,122 651,173 187,949
Missouri 1,346,526 1,705,356 358,830
North Carolina 1,763,043 1,708,858 54,185
TENNESSEE 1,182,101 1,279,541 97,440
Virginia 1,530,530 1,648,482 117,952
Table 13
Total State Tax Revenue for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 657,361 658,526 1,165
Arkansas 351,447 353,303 1,856
Georgia 941,334 993,939 52,605
Kentucky 703,044 653,244 49,800
Mississippi 485,755 380,736 105,019
Missouri 820,860 1,074,902 254,042
North Carolina 1,190,220 1,052,912 137,308
TENNESSEE 686,936 777,992 91,056
Virginia 955,726 1,028,392 72,666
Table 14
State Revenue from Sales and Gross Receipts Taxes
for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 461,869 420,355 41,514
Arkansas 232,894 224,589 8,305
Georgia 610,714 632,537 21,823
Kentucky 457,140 413,254 43,886
Mississippi 369,700 242,522 127,178 .
Missouri 543,536 679,021 135,485
North Carolina 647,688 672,434 27,746
TENNESSEE 473,806 495,108 21,302
Virginia 492,325 649,288 156,963
Table 15
State Revenue from General Sales and Gross Receipts Taxes
for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 212,383 200,707 11,676
Arkansas 108,719 109,270 551
Georgia 335,807 313,808 21,999
Kentucky 267,688 202,600 65,088
Mississippi 227,930 115,237 112,693
Missouri 344,799 354,143 9,344
North Carolina 264,461 330,916 66,455
TENNESSEE 241,151 246,348 5,197
Virginia 210,045 339,964 129,919
Table 16
Total State Revenue from Selective Sales and Gross Receipts Taxes
for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 249,486 219,648 29,838
Arkansas 124,175 115,319 8,856
Georgia 274,907 318,729 43,822
Kentucky 189,452 210,654 21,202
Mississippi 141,770 127,285 14,485
Missouri 198,737 324,878 126,141
North Carolina 383,227 341,518 41,709
TENNESSEE 232,655 248,760 16,105
Virginia 282,280 309,324 27,044
Table 17
State Motor Fuels Tax for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 116,760 122,563 5,803
Arkansas 74,897 62,464 12,433
Georgia 154,699 166,934 12,235
Kentucky 104,615 112,653 8,038
Mississippi 88,502 71,543 16,959
Missouri 115,359 153,572 .38,213
North Carolina 213,709 181,448 32,261
TENNESSEE 130,625 129,596 1,029
Virginia 146,477 144,877 1,600
Tab le 18
State Alcoholic Beverages Tax for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 41,661.. 24,066 17,595
Arkansas 11,373 13,102 1,729
Georgia 57,837 37,628 20,209
Kentucky 14,293 24,293 10,000
Mississippi 13,097 13,818 721
Missouri 12,335 42,464 30,129
North Carolina 57,316 39,679 17,637
TENNESSEE 23,238 29,539 6,301
Virginia 34,212 40,764 6,552
Table 19
State Tobacco Products Tax for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 36,876 23,191 13,685
Arkansas 23,449 12,626 10,823
Georgia 40,466 36,260 4,206
Kentucky 11,881 23,410 11,529
Mississippi 19,668 13,315 6,353
Missouri 47,137 40,920 6,217
North Carolina 11,738 38,236 26,498
TENNESSEE 50,703 28,465 22,238
Virginia 13,751 39,282 25,531
Table 20
State Insurance Tax for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 20,643 16,573 4,070
Arkansas 9,144 9,023 121
Georgia 21,905 25,912 4,007
Kentucky 17,556 16,729 827
Mississippi 12,429 9,515 3,741
Missouri 23,578 29,243 5,665
North Carolina 29,149 27,325 1,824
TENNESSEE 21,607 20,342 1,265
Virginia 26,685 28,072 1,387
Table 21
State Public Utilities Tax for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 30,325 15,953 14,372
Arkansas -- 8,685 8,685
Georgia -- 24,943 24,943
Kentucky -- 16,104 16,104
Mississippi 399 9,160 8,761
Missouri 150 28,149 27,999
North Carolina 58,392 26,303 32,089
TENNESSEE 3,928 19,581 15,653
Virginia 32,943 27,022 5,921
Table 22
State Parimutuels Tax for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama ------ 7,138 7,138
Arkansas 5,232 3,886 1,346
Georgia ------ 11,160 11,160
Kentucky 5,863 7,205 1,342
Mississippi — 4,098 4,098
Missouri — 12,595 12,595
North Carolina — 11,768 11,768
TENNESSEE — 8,761 8,761
Virginia 12,090 12,090
Table 23
State Amusements Tax for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 51 182 131
Arkansas 80 99 19
Georgia -- 285 285
Kentucky 172 184 12
Mississippi 625 105 520
Missouri -- 322 322
North Carolina -- 301 301
TENNESSEE 121 224 103
Virginia 27 309 282
Table 24
State Revenue from Other Selective Sales and Gross Receipts Taxes 
for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970 
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 3,170 9,982 6,812
Arkansas -- 5,434 5,434
Georgia -- 15,607 15,607
Kentucky 35,072 10,076 24,996
Mississippi 7,050 5,731 1,319
Missouri 178 17,613 17,435
North Carolina 12,923 16,458 3,535
TENNESSEE 2,433 12,252 9,819
Virginia 28,185 16,908 11,277
Table 25
Tota L State Revenue from License Taxes for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 
(in thousands of dollars)
1970
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 51,190 65,162 13,972
Arkansas 40,338 33,964 6,374
Georgia 51,276 93,126 41,850
Kentucky 44,834 61,853 17,019
Mississippi 31,777 37,830 6,053
Missouri 111,572 92,749 18,823
North Carolina 116,530 100,122 16,408
TENNESSEE 116,417 72,590 43,827
Virginia 79,067 88,133 9,066
Table 26
State Motor Vehicles License Tax for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 22,254 39,659 17,405
Arkansas 26,443 20,212 6,231
Georgia 32,473 54,016 21,543
Kentucky 29,435 36,452 7,017
Mississippi 10,727 23,150 12,423
Missouri 72,123 49,693 22,430
North Carolina 62,915 58,713 4,202
TENNESSEE 58,100 41,935 16,165
Virginia 56,234 46,879 9,355
Table 27
State Motor Vehicle Operators License Tax for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 3,540 3,798 258
Arkansas 3,448 1,935 1,513
Georgia 4,831 5,172 341
Kentucky 1,262 3,491 2,229
Mississippi 3,715 2,217 1,498
Missouri 3,021 4,758 1,737
North Carolina 4,205 5,622 1,417
TENNESSEE 4,531 4,015 516
Virginia 6,937 4,489 2,448
Table 28
State Corporations in General License Tax for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 15,352 8,669 6,683
Arkansas 1,497 4,720 3,223
Georgia 3,800 13,555 9,755
Kentucky 4,522 8,751 4,229
Mississippi 9,392 4,978 4,414
Missouri 20,673 15,297 5,376
North Carolina 20,340 14,294 6,046
TENNESSEE 17,795 10,641 7,154
Virginia 2,244 14,684 12,440
Table 29
State Public Utilities License Tax for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 763 501 262
Arkansas 820 273 547
Georgia -- 784 784
Kentucky 222 506 284
Mississippi 384 288 96
Missouri 1,437 885 552
North Carolina 5 827 822
TENNESSEE 285 615 330
Virginia 849 849
Table 30
State Alcoholic Beverages License Tax for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 1,905 583 1,322
Arkansas 543 318 225
Georgia 448 912 464
Kentucky 810 589 221
Mississippi 81 335 254
Missouri 1,389 1,029 360
North Carolina 284 962 678
TENNESSEE 363 716 353
Virginia 615 988 373
Table 31
State Amusements License Tax for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama -- 201 201
Arkansas 205 109 96
Georgia -- 314 314
Kentucky 231 202 29
Mississippi -- 115 115
Missouri 38 354 316
North Carolina 929 331 598
TENNESSEE 188 246 58
Virginia 1 340 339
Table 32
State Occupations and Businesses License Tax for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 4,805 8,560 3,755
Arkansas 3,406 4,660 1,254
Georgia 6,350 13,384 7,034
Kentucky 4,623 8,641 4,018
Mississippi 5,192 4,915 277
Missouri 5,479 15,104 9,625
North Carolina 23,597 14,113 9,484
TENNESSEE 31,661 10,506 21,155
Virginia 9,264 14,499 5,235
Table 33
State Hunting and Fishing License Tax for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 2,571 3,054 483
Arkansas 3,927 1,663 2,264
Georgia 3,335 4,775 1,440
Kentucky 3,399 3,083 316
Mississippi 2,247 1,753 494
Missouri 7,189 5,388 1,801
North Carolina 4,021 5,035 1,014
TENNESSEE 3,494 3,748 254
Virginia 3,459 5,173 1,714
Table 34
Other State License Taxes for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama -- 137 137
Arkansas 49 74 25
Georgia 39 214 175
Kentucky 330 138 192
Mississippi 39 79 40
Missouri 223 241 18
North Carolina 234 225 9
TENNESSEE -- 168 168
Virginia 313 232 81
Table 35
State Revenue from Individual Income Taxes for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 85,081 106,438 21,357
Arkansas 42,548 57,948 15,400
Georgia 184,943 166,418 18,525
Kentucky 121,423 107,443 13,980
Mississippi 44,162 61,112 16,950
Missouri 129,654 187,808 58,154
North Carolina 270,945 175,490 95,455
TENNESSEE 12,113 130,643 118,530
Virginia 282,769 180,289 102,480
Table 36
State Revenue from Corporation Net Income Taxes for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 30,797 41,888 11,091
Arkansas 26,228 22,805 3,423
Georgia 84,735 65,493 19,242
Kentucky 39,459 42,283 2,824
Mississippi 19,949 24,050 4,101
Missouri 21,287 73,911 52,624
North Carolina 112,408 69,063 43,345
TENNESSEE 59,633 51,413 8,220
Virginia 67,369 70,951 3,582
Table 37
State Revenue from Property Taxes for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 22,853 9,845 13,008
Arkansas 870 5,360 4,490
Georgia 3,123 15,393 12,270
Kentucky 26,577 9,938 16,639
Mississippi 3,917 5,653 1,736
Missouri 2,815 17,372 14,557
North Carolina 23,680 16,232 7,448
TENNESSEE -- 12,084 12,084
Virginia 12,599 16,676 4,077
Table 38
State Revenue from Death and Gift Taxes for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 1,380 7,575 6,195
Arkansas 743 4,124 3,381
Georgia 5,642 11,844 6,202
Kentucky 12,445 7,647 4,798
Mississippi 1,980 4,349 2,369
Missouri 11,996 13,367 1,371
North Carolina 18,936 12,490 6,446
TENNESSEE 18,118 9,298 8,820
Virginia 12,245 12,831 586
Table 39
State Revenue from Severance Taxes for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 2,242 3,799 1,557
Arkansas 4,334 2,627 1,707
Georgia — 2,711 2,711
Kentucky 191 7,329 7,138
Mississippi 14,262 3,231 11,031
Missouri _ _ _ 4,562 4,562
North Carolina ------ 1,370 1,370
TENNESSEE ------ 2,604 2,604
Virginia 314 4,356 4,042
Table 40
State Revenue from Documentary and Stock Transfer Taxes
for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 1,949 2,470 521
Arkansas -- 1,345 1,345
Georgia 12 3,863 3,851
Kentucky 975 2,494 1,519
Mississippi -- 1,418 1,418
Missouri -- 4,359 4,359
North Carolina -- 4,073 4,073
TENNESSEE 4,914 3,032 1,882
Virginia 8,187 4,185 4,002
Table 41
State Revenue from Other Taxes for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama -- 994 994
Arkansas 3,492 541 2,951
Georgia 889 1,554 665
Kentucky -- 1,003 1,003
Mississippi 8 571 563
Missouri -- 1,753 1,753
North Carolina 33 1,638 1,605
TENNESSEE 1,935 1,220 715
Virginia 851 1,683 832
Table 42
Total State Intergovernmental Revenue for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 416,272 323,593 92,679
Arkansas 207,576 180,701 26,875
Georgia 419,987 431,209 11,222
Kentucky 341,012 302,467 38,545
Mississippi 272,100 208,288 63,812
Missouri 410,749 439,461 28,712
North Carolina 381,555 477,480 95,925
TENNESSEE 373,623 368,691 4,932
Virginia 345,772 436,744 90,972
Table 43
State Intergovernmental Revenue from Federal Government
for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 409,266 316,040 93,226
Arkansas 207,268 176,483 30,785
Georgia 408,746 421,144 12,398
Kentucky 337,319 295,407 41,912
Mississippi 265,995 203,42b 62,569
Missouri 407,292 429,203 21,911
North Carolina 372,638 466,335 93,697
TENNESSEE 358,231 360,085 1,854
Virginia 327,927 426,550 98,623
Table 44
State Intergovernmental Revenue from Local Governments
for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 7,006 7,553 547
Arkansas 308 4,218 3,910
Georgia 11,241 10,065 1,176
Kentucky 3,693 7,060 3,367
Mississippi 6,105 4,862 1,243
Missouri 3,457 10,258 6,801
North Carolina 8,917 11,145 2,228
TENNESSEE 15,392 8,606 6,786
Virginia 17,845 10,194 7,651
Table 45
State Revenue from Charges and Miscellaneous General Revenue
for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 129,628 108,243 21,385
Arkansas 54,339 58,931 4,592
Georgia 142,282 169,240 26,958
Kentucky 129,199 109,265 19,934
Mississippi 81,267 62,149 19,118
Missouri 114,917 190,993 76,076
North Carolina 191,268 178,466 12,802
TENNESSEE 121,542 132,858 11,316
Virginia 229,032 183,346 45,686
Table 46
Net State Revenue from Liquor Stores for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected Expenditures
Net
Revenue
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization
Above
Potential
Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 72,947 69,010 3,937 10,274 6,337
Arkansas 5,593 5,593
Georgia 16,063 16,063
Kentucky 10,371 10,371
Mississippi 46,768 39,071 7,697 5,899 1,798
Missouri 18,128 18,128
North Carolina 16,939 16,939
TENNESSEE 12,610 12,610
Virginia 155,509 133,560 21,949 17,402 4,547
Table 47
Total Local General Revenue for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 878,300 869,471 8,829
Arkansas 411,700 478,666 66,966
Georgia 1,351,400 1,271,935 79,465
Kentucky 725,500 849,368 123,868
Mississippi 591,000 525,548 65,452
Missouri 1,452,700 1,380,195 72,405
North Carolina 1,325,500 1,367,926 42,426
TENNESSEE 1,059,000 1,033,838 25,162
Virginia 1,324,300 1,342,356 18,056
Table 48
Total Local Tax Revenue for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 233,800 316,808 83,008
Arkansas 132,600 172,479 39,879
Georgia 489,700 495,334 5,634
Kentucky 259,700 319,798 60,098
Mississippi 169,900 181,898 11,998
Missouri 782,400 559,002 223,398
North Carolina 389,900 522,338 132,438
TENNESSEE 409,300 388,851 20,449
Virginia 625,800 536,621 89,179
Table 49
Local Revenue from the Federal Government for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 42,900 39,195 3,705
Arkansas 14,700 21,887 7,187
Georgia 47,300 5Z,229 4,929
Kentucky 35,500 36,636 1,136
Mississippi 13,400 25,228 11,828
Missouri 49,500 53,229 3,729
North Carolina 41,400 57,834 16,434
TENNESSEE 58,300 44,657 13,643
Virginia 80,800 52,900 27,900
Table 50
Other Total Local Intergovernmental Revenue for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 352,400 339,653 12,747
Arkansas 154,100 189,670 35,570
Georgia 445,900 452,610 6,710
Kentucky 260,700 317,479 56,779
Mississippi 275,000 218,625 56,375
Missouri 345,900 461,271 115,371
North Carolina 681,700 501,177 180,523
TENNESSEE 367,200 386,989 19,789
Virginia 443,000 458,421 15,421
Table 51
Local Property Tax for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 112,700 251,255 138,555
Arkansas 123,800 136,790 12,990
Georgia 433,800 392,841 40,959
Kentucky 194,300 253,626 59,326
Mississippi 153,800 144,260 9,540
Missouri 640,000 443,335 196,665
North Carolina 376,000 414,257 38,257
TENNESSEE 301,700 308,391 6,691
Virginia 434,200 425,585 8,615
Table 52
Local Revenue from Other Taxes for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 121,100 65,553 55,547
Arkansas 8,700 35,689 26,989
Georgia 55,900 102,493 46,593
Kentucky 65,400 66,172 772
Mississippi 16,100 37,638 21,538
Missouri 142,400 115,667 26,733
North Carolina 14,000 108,081 94,081
TENNESSEE 107,500 80,460 27,040
Virginia 191,700 111,036 80,664
Table 53
Local Revenue from Charges and Miscellaneous General Revenue
for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 249,200 173,815 75,385
Arkansas 110,400 94,630 15,770
Georgia 368,500 271,762 96,738
Kentucky 169,600 175,455 5,855
Mississippi 132,700 99,797 32,903
Missouri 274,800 306,693 31,893
North Carolina 212,400 286,577 74,177
TENNESSEE 224,300 213,341 10,959
Virginia 174,600 294,414 119,814
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SUMMARY TABLES OF UTILIZATION OF STATE AND LOCAL
REVENUE POTENTIAL FOR TENNESSEE AND ITS
BORDERING STATES, 1970
These tables (54 through 62) represent a summary of Tables 11 
through 53 with a few additions. The first addition was "percent of 
utilization figures" which were computed by dividing potential revenue 
by actual collections and multiplying by one hundred. Percent of 
utilization represented the effort made with respect to potential.
That is, if the amount collected was the same as potential (capacity), 
the utilization was 100 percent. If the amount collected was less than 
the potential, the percent of utilization was less than 100 percent, 
and if the amount collected was more than the potential, utilization 
was greater than 100 percent.
The second addition was that net state tax, net state general 
revenue, net state revenue, net local tax, net local revenue, net 
state and local tax, net state and local general revenue, and net state 
and local revenue utilizations subtotals and totals were computed. A 
net subtotal was computed by adding algebraically the appropriate 
sources of revenue with two exceptions.
The two exceptions were net state and local general revenue, 
and net state and local revenue utilization. In these two cases 
revenue from local governments was subtracted from net state general 
revenue and revenue from state government was subtracted from net local 
revenue before they were combined to obtain net state and local general 
revenue and net state and local revenue utilization. The reason for 
this was to avoid using a revenue source twice. Money that was con­
sidered revenue at the local level but was then given to the state as
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an expenditure was claimed by the state as revenue and when the state 
and local revenue was combined, it would have been counted twice.
Tables 63 and 64 depict state and local tax revenue and state 
and local revenue potential in terms of per capita and per $1,000 of 
personal income. To simplify relative comparisons, the states were 
ranked.
The following nineteen pages are tables on utilization of 
state and local revenue potential for Tennessee and its bordering 
states.
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Table 54
Utilization of State and Local Revenue Potential 
for Alabama Based on Rates for Tennessee 
and Its Bordering States, 1970
(+) Represents revenue utilized 
ABOVE yield at average rate
(-) Represents revenue utilized Amount Percent of
BELOW yield at average rate (thousands) Utilization
STATE REVENUE
General Sales and Gross Receipts
Taxes .................................. +11,676 105.82
Selective Sales and Gross Receipts
Taxes .................................. +29,838 113.58
License Taxes .......................... -13,972 78.56
Individual Income Taxes ................ -21,357 79.93
Corporation Net Income Taxes ............ -11,091 73.52
Property Taxes .......................... +13,008 232,13
Death and Gift Taxes .................... -6,195 18.22
Severance Taxes ........................ -1,557 59.02
Documentary and Stock Transfer Taxes . . . -521 78.91
Other Taxes ............................ -994 0.0
NET STATE TAX UTILIZATION.............. -1,165 99.82
From the Federal Government ............ +93,226 129.50
From the Local Governments .............. -547 92.76
Charges and Miscellaneous General Revenue. +21,385 119.76
NET GENERAL REVENUE UTILIZATION ........ +112,899 110.35
Net Liquor Store Revenue . . . .  ........ -6,337 38.32
NET STATE REVENUE UTILIZATION ............ +106,562 109.68
Table 54 (continued)
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Amount Percent of
(thousands) Utilization
LOCAL REVENUE
Property Taxes   -138,555 44.85
Other Taxes   +55,547 184.74
NET LOCAL TAX R E V E N U E ............  -83,008 73.80
From the Federal Government   +3,705 109.45
From the State Government   +12,747 103.75
Charges and Miscellaneous General Revenue. +75,385 143.37
NET LOCAL REVENUE UTILIZATION   +8,829 101.02
STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE
NET STATE AND LOCAL TAX REVENUE
UTILIZATION ............................ -84,173 91.37
NET STATE AND LOCAL GENERAL REVENUE
UTILIZATION   +121,728 106.21
NET STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE UTILIZATION . +103,191 106,36
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Table 55
Utilization of State and Local Revenue Potential
for Arkansas Based on Rates for Tennessee
and Its Bordering States, 1970
(+) Represents revenue utilized 
ABOVE yield at average rate
(-) Represents revenue utilized 
BELOW yield at average rate
Amount
(thousands)
Percent of 
Utilization
STATE REVENUE
General Sales and Gross Receipts
T a x e s .................. ............... -551 99.50
Selective Sales and Gross Receipts 
Taxes .................................. +8,856 107.68
License Taxes .......................... +6,374 118.77
Individual Income Taxes ................ -15,400 73.42
Corporation Net Income Taxes ............ +3,423 115.01
Property Taxes .......................... -4,490 16.23
Death and Gift Taxes .................... -3,381 18.02
Severance Taxes ........................ +1,707 164.98
Documentary and Stock Transfer Taxes . . . -1,345 0.0
Other Taxes ............................ +2,951 645.47
NET STATE TAX UTILIZATION .............. -1,856 99.47
From the Federal Government ............ +30,785 117.44
From the Local Governments .............. -3,910 7.30
Charges and Miscellaneous General 
R e v e n u e .............................. -4,592 92.21
NET GENERAL REVENUE UTILIZATION ........ +20,427 103.45
Net Liquor Store Revenue ................ -5,593 0.0
NET STATE REVENUE UTILIZATION ............ +14,834 102.48
Table 55 (continued)
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Amount Percent of
(thousands) Utilization
LOCAL REVENUE
Property Taxes ............................  -12,990 90.50
Other Taxes  -26,989 24.38
NET LOCAL TAX REVENUE.................... -39,979 76.88
From the Federal Government ..............  -7,187 67.16
From the State Government ..................  -35,570 81.25
Charges and Miscellaneous General
Revenue .................................... +15,770 116.66
NET LOCAL REVENUE UTILIZATION ..............  -66,966 86.01
STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE
NET STATE AND LOCAL TAX REVENUE
UTILIZATION ................................ -41,835 92.06
NET STATE AND LOCAL GENERAL REVENUE
UTILIZATION ................................ -46,539 95.66
NET STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE UTILIZATION . . .  -12,652 98.57
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Table 56
Utilization of State and Local Revenue Potential
for Georgia Based on Rates for Tennessee
and Its Bordering States, 1970
(+) Represents revenue utilized 
ABOVE yield at average rate
(-) Represents revenue utilized 
BELOW yield at average rate
Amount
(thousands)
Percent of 
Utilization
STATE REVENUE
General Sales and Gross Receipts
Taxes .................................. +21,999 107.01
Selective Sales and Gross Receipts 
Taxes .................................. -43,822 86.25
License Taxes .......................... -41,850 55.06
Individual Income Taxes ................ +18,525 111.13
Corporation Net Income Taxes ............ +19,242 129.38
Property Taxes .......................... -12,270 20.20
Death and Gift Taxes .................... -6,202 47.64
Severance Taxes ........................ -2,711 0.0
Documentary and Stock Transfer Taxes . . . -3,851 0.31
Other Taxes ............................ -665 57.21
NET STATE TAX UTILIZATION .............. -51,605 94.71
From the Federal Government ............ -12,398 97.06
From the Local Governments .............. +1,176 111.68
Charges and Miscellaneous General 
Revenue ................................ -26,958 84.07
NET GENERAL REVENUE UTILIZATION ........ -89,785 94.37
Net Liquor Store Revenue ................ -16,063 0.0
NET STATE REVENUE UTILIZATION ............ -105,848 93.42
Table 56 (continued)
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Amount Percent of
(thousands) Utilization
LOCAL REVENUE
Property Taxes   +40,959 110.43
Other Taxes............................ -46,593 54.54
NET LOCAL TAX REVENUE.................. -5,634 98.86
From the Federal Government............ -4,929 90.56
From the State Government .............. -6,710 98.52
Charges and Miscellaneous General
Revenue ................................ +96,738 135.60
NET LOCAL REVENUE UTILIZATION .......... +79,465 106.25
STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE
NET STATE AND LOCAL TAX REVENUE
UTILIZATION ............................ -57,239 96.09
NET STATE AND LOCAL GENERAL REVENUE
UTILIZATION ............................ -10,320 99.64
NET STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE UTILIZATION . . -20,849 99.14
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Table 57
Utilization of State and Local Revenue Potential
for Kentucky Based on Rates for Tennessee
and Its Bordering States, 1970
(+) Represents revenue utilized 
ABOVE yield at average rate
(-) Represents revenue utilized 
BELOW yield at average rate
Amount
(thousands)
Percent of 
Utilization
STATE REVENUE
General Sales and Gross Receipts
Taxes .................................. +65,088 132.13
Selective Sales and Gross Receipts 
Taxes ................................... -21,202 89.94
License Taxes .......................... -17,019 72.48
Individual Income Taxes ................ +13,980 113.01
Corporation Net Income Taxes ............ -2,824 93.32
Property Taxes .......................... +16,639 267.43
Death and Gift Taxes .................... +4,798 162.74
Severance Taxes ........................ -7,138 2.61
Documentary and Stock Transfer Taxes . . . -1,519 39.09
Other Taxes ............................ -1,003 0.0
NET STATE TAX UTILIZATION .............. +49,800 107.62
From the Federal Government ............ +41,912 114.19
From the Local Governments .............. -3,367 52.31
Charges and Miscellaneous General 
Revenue ................................ +19,934 118.24
NET GENERAL REVENUE UTILIZATION ........ +108,279 110.17
Net Liquor Store Revenue ................ -10,371 0.0
NET STATE REVENUE UTILIZATION ............ +97,908 109.10
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Table 57 (continued)
Amount
(thousands)
Percent of 
Utilization
LOCAL REVENUE
Property Taxes ................................................................. 76.61
Other Taxes ........................ 98.83
NET LOCAL TAX REVENUE .............. 81.21
From the Federal Government ........ . . -1,136 96.90
From the State Government .......... 82.12
Charges and Miscellaneous General 
Revenue ............................ . . -5,855 96.66
NET LOCAL REVENUE UTILIZATION . . . . .. . -123,868 85.42
STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE
NET STATE AND LOCAL TAX REVENUE 
UTILIZATION ........................ 98.93
NET STATE AND LOCAL GENERAL REVENUE 
UTILIZATION ........................ 99.19
NET STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE UTILIZATION . . +34,186 102.14
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Table 58
Utilization of State and Local Revenue Potential
for Mississippi Based on Rates for Tennessee
and Its Bordering States, 1970
(+) Represents revenue utilized 
ABOVE yield at average rate
(-) Represents revenue utilized 
BELOW yield at average rate
Amount
(thousands)
Percent of 
Utilization
STATE REVENUE
General Sales and Gross Receipts
Taxes .................................. +112,693 197.79
Selective Sales and Gross Receipts 
Taxes .................................. +14,485 111.38
License Taxes .......................... -6,053 84.00
Individual Income Taxes ................ -16,950 72.26
Corporation Net Income Taxes ............ -4,101 82,95
Property Taxes .......................... -1,736 69.29
Death and Gift Taxes .................... -2,369 45.53
Severance Taxes ........................ +11,031 441.41
Documentary and Stock Transfer Taxes . . . -1,418 0.0
Other Taxes . . ........................ -563 1.40
NET STATE TAX UTILIZATION .............. +105,019 127.58
From the Federal Government ............ +62,569 130.76
From the Local Governments .............. +1,243 125.57
Charges and Miscellaneous General 
Revenue ................................ +19,118 130.76
NET GENERAL REVENUE UTILIZATION ........ +187,949 128.86
Net Liquor Store Revenue ................ +1,798 130.48
NET STATE REVENUE UTILIZATION ............ +189,747 128.88
Table 58 (continued)
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LOCAL REVENUE
Property Taxes ..........................
Other Taxes ............................
NET LOCAL TAX REVENUE ..................
From the Federal Government ............
From the State Government ..............
Charges and Miscellaneous General 
Revenue ................................
NET LOCAL REVENUE UTILIZATION ..........
STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE
NET STATE AND LOCAL TAX REVENUE 
UTILIZATION ............................
NET STATE AND LOCAL GENERAL REVENUE 
UTILIZATION ............................
NET STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE UTILIZATION . .
Amount Percent of
(thousands) Utilization
+9,540 106.61
-21,538 42.78
-11,998 93.40
-11,828 53.12
+56,375 125.79
+32,903 132.97
+65,452 112.45
+93,021 116.53
+253,401 121.53
+197,581 120.60
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Table 59
Utilization of State and Local Revenue Potential
for Missouri Based on Rates for Tennessee
and Its Bordering States, 1970
(+) Represents revenue utilized 
ABOVE yield at average rate
(-) Represents revenue utilized 
BELOW yield at average rate
Amount
(thousands)
Percent of 
Utilization
STATE REVENUE
General Sales and Gross Receipts
T a x e s ......................... . . . . -9,344 97.36
Selective Sales and Gross Receipts 
Taxes .................................. -126,141 61.17
License Taxes .......................... +18,823 120.29
Individual Income Taxes ................ -58,154 69.04
Corporation Net Income Taxes . . . . . . . -52,624 28.80
Property Taxes .......................... -14,557 16.20
Death and Gift Taxes .................... -1,371 89.74
Severance Taxes ........................ -4,562 0.0
Documentary and Stock Transfer Taxes . . . -4.359 0.0
Other Taxes ............................ -1,753 0.0
NET STATE TAX UTILIZATION .............. -254,042 76.37
From the Federal Government . . . . . . . -21,911 94.89
From the Local Governments .............. -6,801 33.70
Charges and Miscellaneous General 
Revenue ................................ -76,076 60.17
NET GENERAL REVENUE UTILIZATION ........ -358,830 78.96
Net Liquor Store Revenue ................ -18,128 0.0
NET STATE REVENUE UTILIZATION ............ -376,958 78.13
Table 59 (continued)
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Amount
(thousands)
Percent of 
Utilization
LOCAL REVENUE
Property Taxes ...................... 144.28
Other Taxes ........................ 123.11
NET LOCAL TAX REVENUE .............. 139.96
From the Federal Government ........ 92.99
From the State Government .......... 74.99
Charges and Miscellaneous General 
Revenue ............................ 89.60
NET LOCAL REVENUE UTILIZATION . . . . 105,25
STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE
NET STATE AND LOCAL TAX REVENUE 
UTILIZATION ........................ 98.12
NET STATE AND LOCAL GENERAL REVENUE 
UTILIZATION ........................ 90.72
NET STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE UTILIZATION . . -182,381 93.07
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Table 60
Utilization of State and Local Revenue Potential
for North Carolina Based on Rates for Tennessee
and Its Bordering States, 1970
(+) Represents revenue utilized 
ABOVE yield at average rate
(-) Represents revenue utilized 
BELOW yield at average rate
Amount
(thousands)
Percent of 
Utilization
STATE REVENUE
General Sales and Gross Receipts
T a x e s .............................. . . -66,455 79.92
Selective Sales and Gross Receipts 
Taxes .................................. +41,709 112.21
License Taxes .......................... +16,408 116.39
Individual Income Taxes ................ +95,455 154.39
Corporation Net Income Taxes ............ +43,345 162.76
Property Taxes .......................... +7,448 145.88
Death and Gift Taxes .................... +6,446 151.61
Severance Taxes .................. . . . -1,370 0.0
Documentary and Stock Transfer Taxes . . . -4,073 0.0
Other Taxes ............................ -1,605 2.01
NET STATE TAX UTILIZATION .............. +137,308 113.04
From the Federal Government ............ -93,697 79.91
From the Local Governments .............. -2,228 80.01
Charges and Miscellaneous General 
Revenue ................................ +12,802 107.17
NET GENERAL REVENUE UTILIZATION ........ +54,185 103.17
Net Liquor Store Revenue ................ -16,939 0.0
NET STATE REVENUE UTILIZATION ............ +37,246 102,16
Table 60 (continued)
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Amount
(thousands)
Percent of 
Utilization
LOCAL REVENUE
Property Taxes................. . . 90.76
Other Taxes ........................ 12.95
NET LOCAL TAX REVENUE .............. , . -132,338 74.65
From the Federal Government ........ -16,434 71.58
From the State Government .......... +180,523 136.02
Charges and Miscellaneous General 
Revenue ............................ 74.12
NET LOCAL REVENUE UTILIZATION . . . . . . -42,426 96.90
STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE
NET STATE AND LOCAL TAX REVENUE 
UTILIZATION ........................ 87.61
NET STATE AND LOCAL GENERAL REVENUE 
UTILIZATION ........................ +11,759 100.38
NET STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE UTILIZATION . . -183,475 92.89
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Table 61
Utilization of State and Local Revenue Potential
for Tennessee Based on Rates for Tennessee
and Its Bordering States, 1970
(+) Represents revenue utilized 
ABOVE yield at average rate
(-) Represents revenue utilized 
BELOW yield at average rate
STATE REVENUE
General Sales and Gross Receipts
T a x e s   -5,197 97.89
Selective Sales and Gross Receipts
T a x e s .................................. -16,105 93.53
License Taxes   +43,827 160.38
Individual Income Taxes ................ -118,530 9.27
Corporation Net Income Taxes   -8,220 115.99
Property Taxes .......................... -12,084 0.00
Death and Gift Taxes....................  +8,820 194.86
Severance Taxes   -2,604 0.00
Documentary and Stock Transfer Taxes . . . +1,882 162.07
Other T a x e s ............................ +715 158.61
NET STATE TAX UTILIZATION.............. -91,056 88.30
From the Federal Government............  -1,854 99.49
From the Local Governments . ..........  +6,786 178.85
Charges and Miscellaneous General Revenue . -11,316 91.48
NET GENERAL REVENUE UTILIZATION ........ -97,440 92.38
Net Liquor Store Revenue ................  -12,610 0.00
NET STATE REVENUE UTILIZATION   -110,050 91.48
Amount Percent of
(thousands) Utilization
Table 61 (continued)
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Amount Percent of 
(thousands) Utilization
LOCAL REVENUE
Property Taxes   -6,691 97.83
Other Taxes   +27,040 133.61
NET LOCAL TAX REVENUE   +20,349 105.26
From the Federal Government   +13,643 130.55
From the State Government   -19,789 94.89
Charges and Miscellaneous General Revenue. +10,959 105.14
NET LOCAL REVENUE UTILIZATION .......... +25,162 102.43
STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE
NET STATE AND LOCAL TAX REVENUE
UTILIZATION   -70,707 93.95
NET STATE AND LOCAL GENERAL
REVENUE UTILIZATION .................... -72,278 96.88
NET STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE UTILIZATION . . -71,885 96.28
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Table 62
Utilization of State and Local Revenue Potential
for Virginia Based on Rates for Tennessee
and Its Bordering States, 1970
(+) Represents revenue utilized 
ABOVE yield at average rate
(-) Represents revenue utilized 
BELOW yield at average rate
Amount
(thousands)
Percent of 
Utilization
STATE REVENUE
General Sales and Gross Receipts
T a x e s ................................. -129,919 61.78
Selective Sales and Gross Receipts 
Taxes .................................. -27,044 91.26
License Taxes ........ , .............. -9,066 89.71
Individual Income Taxes ................ +102,480 156.84
Corporation Net Income Taxes ............ -3,582 94.95
Property Taxes .......................... -4,077 75.55
Death and Gift Taxes .................... -586 95.43
Severance Taxes ........................ -4,042 7.21
Documentary and Stock Transfer Taxes . . . +4,002 195.63
Other Taxes ................  . . . . . . -832 50.56
NET STATE TAX UTILIZATION .............. -72,666 92.93
From the Federal Government ............ -98,623 76.88
From the Local Governments .............. +7,651 175.05
Charges and Miscellaneous General 
Revenue . . . . .  .............. . . . . +45,686‘ 124.92
NET GENERAL REVENUE UTILIZATION ........ -117,952 92.84
Net Liquor Store Revenue ................ +4,547 126.13
NET STATE REVENUE UTILIZATION ............ -113,405 93.19
Table 62 (continued)
160
Amount Percent of
(thousands) Utilization
LOCAL REVENUE
Property Taxes   +8,615 102.02
Other Taxes ............................  +80,664 172.65
NET LOCAL TAX REVENUE   +89,279 116.62
From the Federal Government ............ +27,900 152.74
From the State Government .............. -15,421 96.64
Charges and Miscellaneous General
Revenue ................................ -119,814 59.30
NET LOCAL REVENUE UTILIZATION .......... -18,056 98.65
STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE
NET STATE AND LOCAL TAX REVENUE
UTILIZATION   +8,609 101.06
NET STATE AND LOCAL GENERAL REVENUE
UTILIZATION ............................ -136,008 95.45
NET STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE UTILIZATION . . -131,695 95.13
Table 63
State and Local Revenue Potential and Utilization Per Capita and
Per $1,000 Personal Income Based on Average Yield Rates
for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
Amount Per Capita Amount Per $1,000 of Personal Income
Potential 
Yield at 
Average Rate 
(CJapacity) Rank
Amount
Utilized
(Effort) Rank
Potential 
Yield at 
Average Rate 
(Capacity) Rank
Amount
Utilized
(Effort) Rank
Alabama 572.01 7 605.52 5 216.12 3 228.77 2
Arkansas 560.08 8 532.97 9 217.04 2 206.54 4
Georgia 627.81 3 622.06 2 202.16 7 200.31 6
Kentucky 597.87 5 589.80 7 209.16 4 206.34 5
Mississippi 533.45 9 648.57 1 225.95 1 274.71 1
Missouri 663.55 1 598.46 6 192.95 9 174.03 9
North Carolina 608.75* 4 607.73 4 205.84 6 205.49 3
TENNESSEE 592.73 6 571.10 8 207.88 5 200.30 7
Virginia 647.14 2 618.86 3 194.82 8 186.31 8
Table 64
State and Local Tax Revenue Potential and Utilization Per Capita and
Per $1,000 Personal Income Based on Average Yield Rates for
Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
Taxes Per Capita Taxes Per $1,000 of Personal Income
Potential 
Yield at 
Average Rate 
(Capacity)
Amount 
Utilized 
Rank (Effort) Rank
Potential 
Yield at 
Average Rate 
(Capacity) Rank
Amount
Utilized
(Effort) Rank
Alabama 283.18 7 248.88 9 106.99 2 97.76 8
Arkansas 273.38 8 251.68 8 105.94 3 97.53 9
Georgia 324.49 3 311.80 3 104.49 6 100.40 5
Kentucky 302.25 5 299.05 5 105.74 4 104.62 3
Mississippi 253.79 9 295.75 6 107.50 1 125.27 1
Missouri 349.32 1 342.77 1 101.58 8 99.67 6
North Carolina 309.96 4 310.92 4 104.81 5 105.13 2
TENNESSEE 297.35 6 279.36 7 104.28 7 97.97 7
Virginia 336.67 2 340.22 2 101.35 9 102.42 4
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STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE POTENTIAL FOR TENNESSEE
BASED ON RATES FOR TENNESSEE AND
ITS BORDERING STATES
Table 61, the summary table for Tennessee, revealed the 
following.
1. Nine state sources of revenue were underutilized.
2. Five state sources of revenue were utilized above the
potential yield.
3. Net state utilization was -$110,050,000 or 91.48 percent. 
A total of $110,050,000 additional state revenue could have been 
realized had Tennessee collected from the same sources and at the
average rate of its bordering states.
4. At the local level, property tax was underutilized by 
$6,691,000 and other taxes were utilized above the potential yield by 
$27,040,000. Total net local utilization was $25,162,000 above the 
potential yield or 102,43 percent.
5. The net state and local tax revenue was $70,707,000 under­
utilized and the net state and local general revenue was $72,278,000 
underutilized.
6. Net state and local revenue was underutilized $71,885,000.
Net local tax and net local revenue were both overutilized but
net state tax and net state revenue were both underutilized to the 
extent that when net state and net local revenue were combined alge­
braically, the result was an underutilization of $71,885,000, This 
clearly indicated that in Tennessee a greater effort was made by the 
local governments than was made by the state government when compared 
with bordering states.
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Table 64 revealed that Tennessee ranked sixth in capacity and 
seventh in effort when state and local taxes collected were expressed 
per capita. The rank was seventh in capacity and effort when state and 
local taxes collected were expressed per $1,000 of personal income.
Table 65 revealed that Tennessee ranked sixth in capacity and 
eighth in effort when state and local revenue were expressed per 
capita. The rank was fifth in capacity and seventh in effort when 
state and local revenue were expressed per $1,000 of personal income.
Two points became apparent and need to be emphasized. The 
first was the consistency in Tennessee's ranking. The second was 
Tennessee's obvious lack of effort. Mississippi, for example, ranked 
ninth in capacity but first in effort in state and local revenue when 
expressed per capita.
STATISTICAL TABLES ON STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE 
COLLECTED, POTENTIAL YIELD AT AVERAGE RATE,
UTILIZATION ABOVE POTENTIAL YIELD, AND 
UNUTILIZED POTENTIAL BASED 
ON AVERAGE YIELD RATES FOR 
SOUTHEASTERN STATES, 1970
Tables in this section present information in the same format 
as that explained for Tennessee and its bordering states. The main 
difference is that new rates based on the twelve southeastern states 
were calculated, using the same method as previously explained, and 
used to derive the revenue potential and utilization. Tables 65 through 
100 present the state sources of revenue and Tables 101 through 107 
present the local sources of revenue based on the rates determined for 
the Southeastern states.
The following forty-three pages are revenue tables for the 
Southeastern states.
Table 65
Total State Revenue for Southeastern States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 1,207,198 1,155,521 51,677
Arkansas 613,362 629,623 16,261
Florida 2,013,734 2,617,593 603,859
Georgia 1,503,603 1,689,841 186,238
Kentucky 1,173,255 1,139,233 34,022
Louisiana 1,542,279 1,434,943 107,336
Mississippi 846,819 690,464 156,355
North Carolina 1,763,043 1,806,504 43,461
South Carolina 842,134 868,031 25,897
TENNESSEE 1,182,101 1,355,725 173,624
Virginia 1,552,479 1,757,225 204,746
West Virginia 721,709 616,732 104,977
Table 66
Total State General Revenue for Southeastern States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 1,203,261 1,143,543 59,718
Arkansas 613,362 623,102 9,740
Florida 2,013,734 2,588,165 574,431
Georgia 1,503,603 1,671,113 167,510
Kentucky 1,173,255 1,127,142 46,113
Louisiana 1,542,279 1,421,260 121,019
Mississippi 839,122 683,587 155,535
North Carolina 1,763,043 1,786,755 23,712
South Carolina 842,134 858,809 16,675
TENNESSEE 1,182,101 1,341,023 158,922
Virginia 1,530,530 1,736,936 206,406
West Virginia 709,934 610,510 99,424
Table 67
Total State Tax Revenue for Southeastern States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 657,361 704,746 47,385
Arkansas 351,447 379,775 28,328
Florida 1,421,109 1,663,989 242,880
Georgia 941,334 1,058,235 116,901
Kentucky 703,044 707,884 4,840
Louisiana 838,792 946,808 108,016
Mississippi 485,755 409,619 76,136
North Carolina 1,190,220 1,117,974 72,246
South Carolina 543,678 526,611 17,067
TENNESSEE 686,936 830,342 143,406
Virginia 955,726 1,102,751 147,025
West Virginia 384,993 386,707 1,714
Table 68
Tota1 State Revenue from Sales and Gross Receipts Taxes for Southeastern 
(in thousands of dollars)
States, 1970
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 461,869 450,851 11,018
Arkansas 232,894 241,194 8,300
Florida 1,148,775 1,069,887 78,888
Georgia 610,714 680,223 69,509
Kentucky 457,140 444,042 13,098
Louisiana 400,621 489,572 88,951
Mississippi 369,700 260,032 109,668
North Carolina 647,688 722,333 74,645
South Carolina 366,708 340,263 26,445
TENNESSEE 473,806 532,543 58,737
Virginia 492,325 700,956 208,631
West Virginia 300,161 226,016 74,145
Table 69
State Revenue from General Sales and Gross Receipts Taxes for Southeastern 
(in thousands of dollars)
States, 1970
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 212,383 216,760 4,377
Arkansas 108,719 118,010 9,291
Florida 658,197 532,532 125,665
Georgia 335,807 338,908 3,101
Kentucky 267,688 218,805 48,883
Louisiana 166,485 247,600 81,115
Mississippi 227,930 124,454 103,476
North Carolina 264,461 357,383 92,922
South Carolina 192,552 166,874 25,678
TENNESSEE 241,151 266,052 24,901
Virginia 210,045 367,156 157,111
West Virginia 181,710 112,589 69,121
Table 70
Total State Revenue from Selective Sales and Gross Receipts for Southeastern States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 249,486 234,091 15,395
Arkansas 124,175 123,184 991
Florida 490,578 537,355 46,777
Georgia 274,907 341,315 66,408
Kentucky 189,452 225,237 35,785
Louisiana 234,136 241,972 7,836
Mississippi 141,770 135,578 6,192
North Carolina 383,227 364,950 18,277
South Carolina 174,156 173,389 767
TENNESSEE 232,655 266,491 33,836
Virginia 282,280 333,800 51,520
West Virginia 118,451 113,427 5,024
Table 71
State Motor Fuels Tax for Southeastern States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 116,760 122,538 5,778
Arkansas 74,897 62,452 12,445
Florida 225,399 263,295 37,896
Georgia 154,699 166,900 12,201
Kentucky 104,615 112,631 8,016
Louisiana 119,841 114,548 5,293
Mississippi 88,502 71,529 16,973
North Carolina 213,709 181,027 32,682
South Carolina 87,238 87,509 271
TENNESSEE 130,625 129,570 1,055
Virginia 146,477 144,847 1,630
West Virginia 49,944 55,484 5,540
Table 72
State Alcoholic Beverages Tax for Southeastern States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 41,661 32,489 9,172
Arkansas 11,373 17,688 6,315
Florida 120,533 79,819 40,714
Georgia 57,837 50,798 7,039
Kentucky 14,293 32,796 18,503
Louisiana 31,306 37,112 5,806
Mississippi 13,097 18,654 5,557
North Carolina 57,316 53,567 3,749
South Carolina 37,509 25,012 12,497
TENNESSEE 23,238 39,878 16,640
Virginia 34,212 55,032 20,820
West Virginia 17,303 16,876 427
Table 73
State Tobacco Products Tax for Southeastern States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 36,876 22,070 14,806
Arkansas 23,449 12,015 11,434
Florida 39,235 54,221 14,986
Georgia 40,466 34,507 5,959
Kentucky 11,881 22,278 10,397
Louisiana 33,178 25,210 7,968
Mississippi 19,668 12,672 6,996
North Carolina 11,738 36,388 24,650
South Carolina 17,402 16,991 411
TENNESSEE 50,703 27,089 23,614
Virginia 13,751 37,383 23,632
West Virginia 13,975 11,463 2,512
Table 74
State Insurance Tax for Southeastern States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 20,643 16,947 3,696
Arkansas 9,144 9,226 82
Florida 34,115 41,634 7,519
Georgia 21,905 26,496 4,591
Kentucky 17,556 17,107 449
Louisiana 22,818 19,358 3,460
Mississippi 12,429 9,730 2,699
North Carolina 29,149 27,941 1,208
South Carolina 13,314 13,047 267
TENNESSEE 21,607 20,800 807
Virginia 26,685 28,705 2,020
West Virginia 10,482 8,802 1,680
Table 75
State Public Utilities Tax for Southeastern States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 30,325 15,871 14,454
Arkansas ------ 8,641 8,641
Florida 18,803 38,991 20,188
Georgia — 24,815 24,815
Kentucky — 16,021 16,021
Louisiana 12,406 18,129 5,723
Mississippi 399 9,112 8,713
North Carolina 58,392 26,167 32,225
South Carolina 9,612 12,218 2,606
TENNESSEE 3,928 19,480 15,552
Virginia 32,943 26,883 6,060
West Virginia ------ 8,244 8,244
Table 76
State Parimutuels Tax for Southeastern States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama ------ 13,583 13,583
Arkansas 5,232 7,395 2,163
Florida 50,898 33,370 17,528
Georgia — 21,237 21,237
Kentucky 5,863 13,711 7,848
Louisiana 4,933 15,515 10,582
Mississippi — 7,799 7,799
North Carolina — 22,395 22,395
South Carolina — 10,457 10,457
TENNESSEE — 16,672 16,672
Virginia 23,007 23,007
West Virginia 10,100 7,055 3,045
Table 77
State Amusements Tax for Southeastern States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 51 429 378
Arkansas 80 233 153
Florida 1,576 1,053 523
Georgia ----- 670 670
Kentucky 172 433 261
Louisiana 95 489 394
Mississippi 625 246 379
North Carolina — 706 706
South Carolina 1,760 330 1,430
TENNESSEE 121 526 405
Virginia 27 726 699
West Virginia 223 223 177
Table 78
State Revenue from Other Selective Sales and Gross Receipts Taxes
for Southeastern States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 3,170 10,164 6,994
Arkansas -- 5,534 5,534
Florida 19 24,972 24,953
Georgia -- 15,892 15,892
Kentucky 35,072 10,260 24,812
Louisiana 9,559 11,611 2,052
Mississippi 7,050 5,836 1,214
North Carolina 12,923 16,759 3,836
South Carolina 7,321 7,825 504
TENNESSEE 2,433 12,476 10,043
Virginia 28,185 17,217 10,968
West Virginia 16,647 5,280 11,367
Table 79
Total State Revenue from License Taxes for Southeastern States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 51,190 65,243 14,053
Arkansas 40,338 34,060 6,278
Florida 176,524 147,341 29,183
Georgia 51,276 93,540 42,264
Kentucky 44,834 62,064 17,230
Louisiana 70,726 65,806 4,920
Mississippi 31,777 37,862 6,085
North Carolina 116,530 100,497 16,033
South Carolina 31,408 47,887 16,479
TENNESSEE 116,417 72,935 43,482
Virginia 79,067 89,004 9,937
West Virginia 34,220 31,088 3,132
Table 80
State Motor Vehicles License Tax 
(in thousands
for Southeastern States, 1970 
of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 22,254 38,246 15,992
Arkansas 26,443 19,492 6,951
Florida 105,581 82,178 23,403
Georgia 32,473 52,092 19,619
Kentucky 29,435 35,154 5,719
Louisiana 25,134 35,752 10,618
Mississippi 10,727 22,325 11,598
North Carolina 62,915 56,621 6,294
South Carolina 17,168 27,313 10,145
TENNESSEE 58,100 40,441 17,659
Virginia 56,234 45,209 11,025
West Virginia 25,667 17,318 8,349
Table 81
State Motor Vehicle Operators License Tax for Southeastern States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 3,540 3,778 238
Arkansas 3,448 1,926 1,522
Florida 9,109 8,119 990
Georgia 4,831 5,146 315
Kentucky 1,262 3,473 2,211
Louisiana 2,737 3,532 795
Mississippi 3,715 2,206 1,509
North Carolina 4,205 5,594 1,389
South Carolina 622 2,698 2,076
TENNESSEE 4,531 3,995 536
Virginia 6,937 4,466 2,471
West Virginia 1,712 1,711 1
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Table 82
State Corporations in General License Tax for Southeastern States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 15,352 7,822 7,530
Arkansas 1,497 4,258 2,761
Florida 6,394 19,216 12,822
Georgia 3,800 12,229 8,429
Kentucky 4,522 7,895 3,373
Louisiana 25,830 8,934 16,896
Mississippi 9,392 4,491 4,901
North Carolina 20,340 12,896 7,444
South Carolina 1,901 6,021 4,120
TENNESSEE 17,795 9,600 8,195
Virginia 2,244 13,248 11,004
West Virginia 1,649 4,063 2,414
Table 83
State Public Utilities License Tax for Southeastern States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 763 365 398
Arkansas 820 199 621
Florida 89 896 807
Georgia — 570 570
Kentucky 222 368 146
Louisiana 152 417 265
Mississippi 384 209 175
North Carolina 5 601 596
South Carolina ----- 281 281
TENNESSEE 285 448 163
Virginia ----- 618 618
West Virginia 960 189 771
Table 84
State Alcoholic Beverages License Tax for Southeastern States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 1,905 784 1,121
Arkansas 543 427 116
Florida 2,259 1,926 333
Georgia 448 1,226 778
Kentucky 810 791 19
Louisiana 1,490 896 594
Mississippi 81 450 369
North Carolina 284 1,293 1,009
South Carolina 1,233 604 629
TENNESSEE 363 962 599
Virginia 615 1,328 713
West Virginia 1,007 407 600
Table 85
State Amusements License Tax for Southeastern States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama -- 228 228
Arkansas 205 124 81
Florida 26 560 534
Georgia -- 356 356
Kentucky 231 230 1
Louisiana 70 260 190
Mississippi -- 131 131
North Carolina 929 376 553
South Carolina 777 176 601
TENNESSEE 188 280 92
Virginia 1 386 385
West Virginia -- 118 118
Table 86
State Occupations and Businesses License Tax for Southeastern States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 4,805 11,176 6,371
Arkansas 3,406 6,085 2,679
Florida 47,031 27,458 19,573
Georgia 6,350 17,474 11,124
Kentucky 4,623 11,282 6,659
Louisiana 13,580 12,766 814
Mississippi 5,192 6,417 1,225
North Carolina 23,597 18,427 5,170
South Carolina 7,329 8,604 1,275
TENNESSEE 31,661 13,718 17,943
Virginia 9,264 18,931 9,667
West Virginia 1,272 5,805 4,533
Table 87
State Hunting and Fishing License Tax for Southeastern States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 2,571 2,534 37
Arkansas 3,927 1,380 2,547
Florida 3,861: 6,226 2,365
Georgia 3,335 3,962 627
Kentucky 3,399 2,558 841
Louisiana 1,551 2,895 1,344
Mississippi 2,247 1,455 792
North Carolina 4,021 4,178 157
South Carolina 2,113 1,951 162
TENNESSEE 3,494 3,111 383
Virginia 3,459 4,293 834
West Virginia 1,937 1,316 621
Table 88
Other State License Taxes for Southeastern States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama -- 310 310
Arkansas 49 169 120
Florida 2,174 762 1,412
Georgia 39 485 446
Kentucky 330 313 17
Louisiana 182 354 172
Mississippi 39 178 139
North Carolina 234 511 277
South Carolina 265 239 26
TENNESSEE -- 380 380
Virginia 313 525 212
West Virginia 16 161 145
Table 89
State Revenue from Individual Income Taxes for Southeastern States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 85,081 104,971 19,890
Arkansas 42,548 57,149 14,601
Florida -- 257,890 257,890
Georgia 184,943 164,123 20,820
Kentucky 121,423 105,961 15,462
Louisiana 47,993 119,906 71,913
Mississippi 44,162 60,270 16,108
North Carolina 270,945 173,071 97,874
South Carolina 95,398 80,812 14,586
TENNESSEE 12,113 128,841 116,728
Virginia 282,769 177,803 104,966
West Virginia 40,061 54,524 14,463
Table 90
State Revenue from Corporation Net Income Taxes for Southeastern States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 30,797 44,605 13,808
Arkansas 26,228 24,284 1,944
Florida -- 109,584 109,584
Georgia 84,735 69,740 14,995
Kentucky 39,459 45,025 5,566
Louisiana 34,770 50,951 16,181
Mississippi 19,949 25,610 5,661
North Carolina 112,408 73,542 38,866
South Carolina 42,318 34,339 7,979
TENNESSEE 59,633 54,748 4,885
Virginia 67,369 75,553 8,184
West Virginia 3,872 23,168 19,296
Table 91
State Revenue from Property Taxes for Southeastern States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 22,853 12,079 10,774
Arkansas 870 6,576 5,706
Florida 33,623 29,675 3,948
Georgia 3,123 18,885 15,762
Kentucky 26,577 12,193 14,384
Louisiana 26,935 13,797 13,138
Mississippi 3,917 6,935 3,018
North Carolina 23,680 19,915 3,765
South Carolina 1,655 9,299 7,644
TENNESSEE — 14,825 14,825
Virginia 12,599 20,459 7,860
West Virginia 250 6,274 6,024
Table 92
State Revenue from Death and Gift Taxes for Southeastern States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 1,380 7,266 5,886
Arkansas 743 3,956 3,213
Florida 16,017 17,850 1,833
Georgia 5,642 11,360 5,718
Kentucky 12,445 7,334 5,111
Louisiana 6,728 8,299 1,571
Mississippi 1,980 4,172 2,192
North Carolina 18,936 11,979 6,957
South Carolina 3,517 5,593 2,076
TENNESSEE 18,118 8,918 9,200
Virginia 12,245 12,307 62
West Virginia 5,009 3,774 1,235
Table 93
State Revenue from Severance Taxes for Southeastern States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 2,242 12,338 10,096
Arkansas 4,334 8,531 4,197
Florida 248 13,599 13,351
Georgia -- 8,805 8,805
Kentucky 191 23,803 23,612
Louisiana 251,019 190,032 60,987
Mississippi 14,262 10,493 3,769
North Carolina -- 4,448 4,448
South Carolina -- 2,726 2,726
TENNESSEE -- 8,458 8,458
Virginia 314 14,146 13,832
West Virginia -- 38,022 38,022
Table 94
State Revenue from Documentary and Stock Transfer Taxes for Southeastern States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 1,949 6,381 4,432
Arkansas ------ 3,474 3,474
Florida 45,922 15,677 30,245
Georgia 12 9,977 9,965
Kentucky 975 6,441 5,466
Louisiana — 7,289 7,289
Mississippi — 3,664 3,664
North Carolina — 10,521 10,521
South Carolina 2,674 4,913 2,239
TENNESSEE 4,914 7,832 2,918
Virginia 8,187 10,809 2,622
West Virginia 750 3,315 2,565
Table 95
State Revenue from Other Taxes for Southeastern States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 1,012 1,012
Arkansas 3,492 551 2,941
Florida -- 2,486 2,486
Georgia 889 1,582 693
Kentucky -- 1,021 1,021
Louisiana -- 1,156 1,156
Mississippi 8 581 573
North Carolina 33 1,668 1,635
South Carolina -- 779 779
TENNESSEE 1,935 1,242 693
Virginia 851 1,714 863
West Virginia 670 526 144
Table 96
Total State Intergovernmental Revenue for Southeastern States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 416,272 316,898 99,374
Arkansas 207,576 176,962 30,614
Florida 403,315 624,697 221,382
Georgia 419,987 422,287 2,300
Kentucky 341,012 296,209 44,803
Louisiana 413,686 335,209 78,477
Mississippi 272,100 203,979 68,121
North Carolina 381,555 467,600 86,045
South Carolina 201,284 238,353 37,069
TENNESSEE 373,623 361,062 12,561
Virginia 345,772 427,708 81,936
West Virginia 254,966 160,487 94,479
Table 97
State Intergovernmental Revenue from Federal Government for Southeastern States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 409,266 309,045 100,221
Arkansas 207,268 172,577 34,691
Florida 385,525 609,217 223,692
Georgia 408,746 411,823 3,077
Kentucky 337,319 288,869 48,450
Louisiana 410,793 326,903 83,890
Mississippi 265,995 198,924 67,071
North Carolina 372,638 456,013 83,375
South Carolina 193,273 232,447 39,174
TENNESSEE 358,231 352,115 6,116
Virginia 327,927 417,109 89,182
West Virginia 254,294 156,510 97,784
Table 98
State Intergovernmental Revenue from Local Governments for Southeastern States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 7,006 7,853 847
Arkansas 308 4,385 4,077
Florida 17,790 15,480 2,310
Georgia 11,241 10,464 777
Kentucky 3,693 7,340 3,647
Louisiana 2,893 8,306 5,413
Mississippi 6,105 5,055 1,050
North Carolina 8,917 11,587 2,670
South Carolina 8,011 5,906 2,105
TENNESSEE 15,392 8,947 6,445
Virginia 17,845 10,599 7,246
West Virginia 672 3,977 3,305
Table 99
State Revenue from Charges and Miscellaneous General Revenue
for Southeastern States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 129,628 121,899 7,729
Arkansas 54,339 66,365 12,026
Florida 189,310 299,479 110,169
Georgia 142,282 190,591 48,309
Kentucky 129,199 123,049 6,150
Louisiana 289,801 139,243 150,558
Mississippi 81,267 69,989 11,278
North Carolina 191,268 200,981 9,713
South Carolina 97,172 93,845 3,327
TENNESSEE 121,542 149,619 28,077
Virginia 229,032 206,477 22,555
West Virginia 69,975 63,316 6,659
Table 100
Net State Revenue from Liquor Stores for Southeastern States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected Expenditures
Net
Revenue
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization
Above
Potential
Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 72,947 69,010 3,937 11,978 8,041
Arkansas 6,521 6,521
Florida 29,428 29,428
Georgia 18,728 18,728
Kentucky 12,091 12,091
Louisiana 13,683 13,683
Mississippi 46,768 39,071 7,697 6,877 820
North Carolina 19,749 19,749
South Carolina 9,222 9,222
TENNESSEE 14,702 14,702
Virginia 155,509 133,560 21,949 20,289 1,660
West Virginia 48,717 36,942 11,775 6,222 5,553
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Table 101
Total Local General Revenue for Southeastern States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 878,300 888,184 9,884
Arkansas 411,700 489,191 77,491
Florida 2,365,200 1,986,437 378,763
Georgia 1,351,400 1,295,624 55,776
Kentucky 725,500 866,453 140,953
Louisiana 1,019,000 980,505 38,495
Mississippi 591,000 537,969 53,031
North Carolina 1,325,500 1,350,564 69,102
South Carolina 559,900 676,638 116,738
TENNESSEE 1,059,000 1,054,684 4,316
Virginia 1,324,300 1,365,751 41,451
West Virginia 372,700 456,106 83,406
Table 102
Local Revenue from the Federal Government for Southeastern States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 42,900 37,886 5,014
Arkansas 14,700 21,156 6,456
Florida 80,900 74,684 6,216
Georgia 47,300 50,485 3,185
Kentucky 35,500 35,412 88
Louisiana 25,400 40,075 14,675
Mississippi 13,400 24,386 10,986
North Carolina 41,400 55,903 14,503
South Carolina 24,400 28,496 4,096
TENNESSEE 58,300 43,166 15,134
Virginia 80,800 51,133 29,667
West Virginia 10,000 19,187 9,187
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Table 103
Other Total Local Intergovernmental Revenue for Southeastern States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 352,400 365,081 12,681
Arkansas 154,100 203,869 49,769
Florida 784,900 719,681 65,219
Georgia 445,900 486,495 40,595
Kentucky 260,700 341,247 80,547
Louisiana 434,400 386,177 48,223
Mississippi 275,000 234,993 40,007
North Carolina 681,700 538,698 143,002
South Carolina 266,800 274,595 7,795
TENNESSEE 367,200 415,961 48,761
Virginia 443,000 492,740 49,740
West Virginia 158,900 184,889 25,989
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Table 104
Total Local Tax Revenue for Southeastern States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 233,800 304,010 70,210
Arkansas 132,600 165,511 32,911
Florida 934,600 746,884 187,716
Georgia 489,700 475,323 14,377
Kentucky 259,700 306,877 47,177
Louisiana 367,100 347,263 19,837
Mississippi 169,900 174,549 4,649
North Carolina 389,900 501,235 111,335
South Carolina 166,700 234,043 67,343
TENNESSEE 409,300 373,142 36,158
Virginia 625,800 514,942 110,858
West Virginia 140,200 157,908 17,708
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Table 105
Local Property Tax for Southeastern States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 112,700 239,505 126,805
Arkansas 123,800 130,393 6,593
Florida 767,500 588,410 179,090
Georgia 433,800 374,469 59,331
Kentucky 194,300 241,764 47,464
Louisiana 211,400 273,581 62,181
Mississippi 153,800 137,513 16,287
North Carolina 376,000 394,883 18,883
South Carolina 157,400 184,384 26,984
TENNESSEE 301,700 293,969 7,731
Virginia 434,200 405,681 28,519
West Virginia 122,300 124,403 2,103
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Table 106
Local Revenue from Other Taxes for Southeastern States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 121,100 64,505 56,595
Arkansas 8,700 35,118 26,418
Florida 167,200 15&,474 8,726
Georgia 55,900 100,854 44,954
Kentucky 65,400 65,113 287
Louisiana 155,700 73,682 82,018
Mississippi 16,100 37,036 20,936
North Carolina 14,000 106,352 92,352
South Carolina 9,400 49,659 40,259
TENNESSEE 107,500 79,173 28,327
Virginia 191,700 109,261 82,439
West Virginia 17,900 33,505 15,605
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Table 107
Local Revenue from Charges and Miscellaneous General Revenue
for Southeastern States, 1970
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 249,200 181,208 67,992
Arkansas 110,400 98,655 11,745
Florida 564,700 445,188 119,512
Georgia 368,500 283,321 85,179
Kentucky 169,600 182,917 13,317
Louisiana 192,100 206,990 14,890
Mississippi 132,700 104,041 28,659
North Carolina 212,400 298,766 86,366
South Carolina 101,900 139,504 37,604
TENNESSEE 224,300 222,415 1,885
Virginia 174,600 306,936 132,336
West Virginia 63,600 94,122 30,522 207
SUMMARY TABLES OF UTILIZATION OF STATE
AND LOCAL REVENUE POTENTIAL FOR
SOUTHEASTERN STATES, 1970
Tables 108 through 119 represent a summary of Tables 65 through 
107 and include the same additions with regard to net utilization 
discussed in the section on Tennessee and its bordering states. Tables 
120 and 121 present state and local tax revenue and state and local 
revenue potential in terms of per capita and per $1,000 of personal 
income. Tables 122 through 128 present a combined summary of state and 
local potential revenue utilization based on Tennessee and its bordering 
states and the Southeastern states. The main purpose of these tables 
was to provide a means for ranking the summary findings.
The following thirty-four pages are tables on utilization of 
state and local revenue potential for the Southeastern states.
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Table 108
Utilization of State and Local Revenue Potential
for Alabama Based on Rates for
Southeastern States, 1970
(+) Represents revenue utilized 
ABOVE yield at average rate
(-) Represents revenue utilized 
BELOW yield at average rate
Amount
(thousands)
Percent of 
Utilization
STATE REVENUE
General Sales and Gross Receipts
T a x e s ............ . . . . .............. -4,377 97.98
Selective Sales and Gross Receipts 
Taxes .................................. +15,395 106.58
License Taxes . . . .  .................. -14,053 78.46
Individual Income Taxes ................ -19,890 81.05
Corporation Net Income Taxes ............ -13,808 69.04
Property Taxes . . .  .................... +10,774 189.20
Death and Gift Taxes.............. .. -5,886 18.99
Severance Taxes .. .................... -10,096 18.17
Documentary and Stock Transfer Taxes . . . -4,432 30.54
Other Taxes ............................ -1,012 0.0
NET STATE TAX UTILIZATION . . . . . . . . -47,385 93.28
From the Federal Government ............ +100,221 132.43
From the Local Governments .............. -847 89.21
Charges and Miscellaneous General Revenue. +7,729 106.34
NET GENERAL REVENUE UTILIZATION ........ +59,718 105.22
Net Liquor Store Revenue ................ -8,041 32.87
NET STATE REVENUE UTILIZATION ............ +51,677 104.47
Table 108 (continued)
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Amount Percent of
(thousands) Utilization
LOCAL REVENUE
Property Taxes . . .    -126,805 47.06
Other Taxes   +56,595 187.74
NET LOCAL TAX R E V E N U E .................. -70,210 76.91
From the Federal Government ............ +5,014 113.23
From the State Government .............. -12,681 96.53
Charges and Miscellaneous General Revenue. +67,992 137.52
NET LOCAL REVENUE UTILIZATION.......... -9,884 98.89
STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE
NET STATE AND LOCAL TAX REVENUE
UTILIZATION   -117,595 88.34
NET STATE AND LOCAL GENERAL REVENUE
UTILIZATION ............................ +49,834 102,45
NET STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE UTILIZATION . . +55,321 103.31
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Table 109
Utilization of State and Local Revenue Potential
for Arkansas Based on Rates for
Southeastern States, 1970
(+) Represents revenue utilized 
ABOVE yield at average rate
(-) Represents revenue utilized 
BELOW yield at average rate
Amount
(thousands)
Percent of 
Utilization
STATE REVENUE
General Sales and Gross Receipts
T a x e s ............„ ................... -9,291 92.13
Selective Sales and Gross Receipts 
Taxes . . . . . . . .  . ................ +991 100.80
License Taxes . . . . . . . . .  . . . .  . +6,278 118.43
Individual Income Taxes ................ -14,601 74.45
Corporation Net Income Taxes ............ +1,944 108.01
Property Taxes . . . „ „ .......... -5,706 13.23
Death and Gift Taxes .................... -3,213 18.78
Severance Taxes . . .  .................. -4,197 50.80
Documentary and Stock Transfer Taxes . . . -3,474 0.0
Other Taxes ............................ +2,941 633.76
NET STATE TAX UTILIZATION .............. -28,328 92.54
From the Federal Government ............ +34,691 120.10
From the Local Governments .............. -4,077 7.02
Charges and Miscellaneous General Revenue. -12,026 81.88
NET GENERAL REVENUE UTILIZATION ........ -9,740 98.44
Net Liquor Store Revenue . . ............ -6,521 0.0
NET STATE REVENUE UTILIZATION ............ -16,261 97.42
Table 109 (continued)
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Amount Percent of
(thousands) Utilization
LOCAL REVENUE
Property Taxes   -6,593 94.94
Other Taxes..............................  -26,418 24.77
NET LOCAL TAX REVENUE.................... -32,911 80.12
From the Federal Government   -6,456 69.48
From the State Government ................ -49,769 75.59
Charges and Miscellaneous General Revenue . +11,745 111.91
NET LOCAL REVENUE UTILIZATION ............ -77,491 84.16
STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE
NET STATE AND LOCAL TAX REVENUE
UTILIZATION . . . .  ......................  +39,961 107.33
NET STATE AND LOCAL GENERAL REVENUE
UTILIZATION .............................. -87,231 92.16
NET STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE UTILIZATION . . . -36,438 95.98
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Table 110
Utilization of State and Local Revenue Potential
for Florida Based on Rates for
Southeastern States, 1970
(+) Represents revenue utilized 
ABOVE yield at average rate
(-) Represents revenue utilized 
BELOW yield at average rate
Amount
(thousands)
Percent of 
Utilization
STATE REVENUE
General Sales and Gross Receipts
Taxes .................................. +125,665 123.60
Selective Sales and Gross Receipts 
Taxes .................................. -46,777 91.29
License Taxes . ...................... . +29,183 119.81
Individual Income Taxes ................ -257,890 0.0
Corporation Net Income Taxes ............ -109,584 0.0
Property Taxes . . „ .................... +3,948 113.30
Death and Gift Taxes .................... -1,833 89.73
Severance Taxes ........................ -13,351 1.82
Documentary and Stock Transfer Taxes . . « +30,245 292.93
Other Taxes ............................ -2,486 0.0
NET STATE TAX UTILIZATION .............. -242,880 85.40
From the Federal Government ............ -223,692 63.28
From the Local Governments .............. +2,310 114.92
Charges and Miscellaneous General Revenue. -110,169 63.21
NET GENERAL REVENUE UTILIZATION ........ -574,431 77.81
Net Liquor Store Revenue ................ -29,428 0.0
NET STATE REVENUE UTILIZATION ............ -603,859 76.93
Table 110 (continued)
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Amount Percent of
(thousands) Utilization
LOCAL REVENUE
Property Taxes .......................... +179,090 130.44
Other Taxes   +8,726 105.51
NET LOCAL TAX R E V E N U E .................... +187,716 125.13
From the Federal Government   +6,216 108.32
From the State Government .............   +65,219 109.06
Charges and Miscellaneous General Revenue. +119,512 126.85
NET LOCAL REVENUE UTILIZATION   +378,763 119.07
STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE
NET STATE AND LOCAL TAX REVENUE
UTILIZATION ............................ -55,164 97.71
NET STATE AND LOCAL GENERAL REVENUE
UTILIZATION ............................ -195,668 95.72
NET STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE UTILIZATION . . -292,625 92.44
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Table 111
Utilization of State and Local Revenue Potential
for Georgia Based on Rates for
Southeastern States, 1970
(+) Represents revenue utilized 
ABOVE yield at average rate
(-) Represents revenue utilized 
BELOW yield at average rate
Amount
(thousands)
Percent of 
Utilization
STATE REVENUE
General Sales and Gross Receipts
Taxes . . „ . . ...................... . -3,101 99.09
Selective Sales and Gross Receipts 
Taxes . . . . . . . . .  ................ -66,408 80.54
License Taxes ................ . . . . . -42,264 54.82
Individual Income Taxes ................ +20,820 112.69
Corporation Net Income Taxes ............ +14,995 121.50
Property Taxes .......................... -15,762 16.54
Death and Gift Taxes . . .  .............. -5,718 49.67
Severance Taxes ........................ -8,805 0.0
Documentary and Stock Transfer Taxes . . . -9,965 0.12
Other Taxes ............................ -693 56.19
NET STATE TAX UTILIZATION .............. -116,901 88.95
From the Federal Government ............ -3,077 99.25
From the Local Governments .............. +777 107.43
Charges and Miscellaneous General Revenue. -48,309 74.65
NET GENERAL REVENUE UTILIZATION ........ -167,510 89.98
Net Liquor Store Revenue ................ -18,728 0.0
NET STATE REVENUE UTILIZATION ............ -186,238 89.00
Table 111 (continued)
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Amount Percent of
(thousands) Utilization
LOCAL REVENUE
Property Taxes ..........................  +59,331 115.84
Other T a x e s ............................  -44,954 55.43
NET LOCAL TAX R E V E N U E ..................  +14,377 103.02
From the Federal Government  -3,185 93.69
From the State Government.............. -40,595 91.66
Charges and Miscellaneous General Revenue. +85,179 130.06
NET LOCAL REVENUE UTILIZATION ..........  +55,776 104.30
STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE
NET STATE AND LOCAL TAX REVENUE
UTILIZATION ............................  -102,524 93.31
NET STATE AND LOCAL GENERAL REVENUE
UTILIZATION ............................ -111,734 96.23
NET STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE UTILIZATION ,. . -90,644 96.36
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Table 112
Utilization of State and Local Revenue Potential
for Kentucky Based on Rates for
Southeastern States, 1970
(+) Represents revenue utilized 
ABOVE yield at average rate
(-) Represents revenue utilized 
BELOW yield at average rate
Amount
(thousands)
Percent of 
Utilization
STATE REVENUE
General Sales and Gross Receipts 
T a x e s .......................... +48,883 122.34
Selective Sales and Gross Receipts 
T a x e s ................................. -35,785 84.11
License Taxes .......................... -17,230 72.24
Individual Income Taxes ................ +15,462 114.59
Corporation Net Income Taxes ............ -5,566 87.64
Property Taxes ........................ . +14,384 217.97
Death and Gift Taxes.................... + 5,111 169.69
Severance Taxes ........................ -23,612 0.80
Documentary and Stock Transfer Taxes . . . -5,466 15.14
Other Taxes ............................ -1,021 0.0
NET STATE TAX UTILIZATION .............. -4,840 99.32
From the Federal Government ............ +48,450 116.77
From the Local Governments .............. -3,647 50.31
Charges and Miscellaneous General Revenue. +6,150 105.00
NET GENERAL REVENUE UTILIZATION ........ +46,113 104.09
Net Liquor Store Revenue ................ -12,091 0.0
NET STATE REVENUE UTILIZATION ............ +34,022 102.99
Table 112 (continued)
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Amount
(thousands)
Percent of 
Utilization
LOCAL REVENUE
Property Taxes .......................... -47,464 80.37
Other Taxes ............................ +287 100.44
NET LOCAL TAX REVENUE .................. -47,177 84.63
From the Federal Government ............ +88 100.25
From the State Government . . . . . . . . -80,547 76.40
Charges and Miscellaneous General Revenue. -13,317 92.72
NET LOCAL REVENUE UTILIZATION . . . . . . -140,953 83.73
STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE
NET STATE AND LOCAL TAX REVENUE 
UTILIZATION . . . . . .  ................ -52,017 94.87
NET STATE AND LOCAL GENERAL REVENUE 
UTILIZATION ............................ -94,840 95.24
NET STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE UTILIZATION . . -22,737 98.63
219
Table 113
Utilization of State and Local Revenue Potential
for Louisiana Based on Rates for
Southeastern States, 1970
(+) Represents revenue utilized 
ABOVE yield at average rate
(-) Represents revenue utilized 
BELOW yield at average rate
Amount
(thousands)
Percent of 
Utilization
STATE REVENUE
General Sales and Gross Receipts
T a x e s ................................. -81,115 67.24
Selective Sales and Gross Receipts 
Taxes .................................. -7,836 96.76
License Taxes . . . . . ................ +4,920 107.48
Individual Income Taxes ................ -71,913 40.03
Corporation Net Income Taxes ........ . „ -16,181 68.24
Property Taxes . . . . . . .  ............ +13,138 195.22
Death and Gift Taxes .................... -1,571 81.07
Severance Taxes . . . . . . . . . . . . . +60,987 132.09
Documentary and Stock Transfer Taxes . . . -7,289 0.0
Other Taxes . . . . .  .................. -1,156 0.0
NET STATE TAX UTILIZATION.............. -108,016 88.59
From the Federal Government ............ +83,890 125.66
From the Local Governments .............. -5,413 34.83
Charges and Miscellaneous General Revenue. +150,558 208.13
NET GENERAL REVENUE UTILIZATION . . . . . +121,019 108.51
Net Liquor Store Revenue ................ -13,683 0.0
NET STATE REVENUE UTILIZATION ............ +107,336 107.48
Table 113 (continued)
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Amount Percent of
(thousands) Utilization
LOCAL REVENUE
Property Taxes .......................... -62,181 77.27
Other Taxes ............................ +82,018 211.31
NET LOCAL TAX REVENUE   +19,837 105.71
From the Federal Government ............ -14,675 63.38
From the State Government ..............  +48,223 112.49
Charges and Miscellaneous General Revenue. -14,890 92.81
NET LOCAL REVENUE UTILIZATION ..........  +38,495 103.93
STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE
NET STATE AND LOCAL TAX REVENUE
UTILIZATION   -88,179 93.19
NET STATE AND LOCAL GENERAL REVENUE
UTILIZATION ............................ +159,514 106.64
NET STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE UTILIZATION . . +103,021 105.10
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Table 114
Utilization of State and Local Revenue Potential
for Mississippi Based on Rates for
Southeastern States, 1970
(+) Represents revenue utilized 
ABOVE yield at average rate
(-) Represents revenue utilized 
BELOW yield at average rate
Amount
(thousands)
Percent of 
Utilization
STATE REVENUE
General Sales and Gross Receipts
Taxes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . +102,476 183.14
Selective Sales and Gross Receipts 
Taxes . . . . .  ........................ +6,192 104.57
License Taxes .......................... -6,085 83.93
Individual Income Taxes ................ -16,108 73.27
Corporation Net Income Taxes ............ -5,661 77.90
Property Taxes .......................... -3,018 56.48
Death and Gift Taxes .................... -2,192 47.46
Severance Taxes ...................... . +3,769 135.92
Documentary and Stock Transfer Taxes . . . -3,664 0.0
Other Taxes ............................ -573 1.38
NET STATE TAX UTILIZATION .............. +76,136 118.59
From the Federal Government ............ +67,071 133.72
From the Local Governments ............  . +1,050 120.77
Charges and Miscellaneous General Revenue. +11,278 116.11
NET GENERAL REVENUE UTILIZATION ........ +155,535 122.75
Net Liquor Store Revenue .......... . . . +820 111.92
NET STATE REVENUE UTILIZATION ............ +156,355 122.64
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Table 114 (continued)
Amount Percent of
(thousands) Utilization
LOCAL REVENUE
Property Taxes   +16,287 111.84
Other T a x e s ......................■. . . -20,936 43.47
NET LOCAL TAX R E V E N U E ............. -4,649 97.34
From the Federal Government   -10,986 54.95
From the State Government .    +40,007 117.02
Charges and Miscellaneous General Revenue. +28,659 127.55
NET LOCAL REVENUE UTILIZATION .......... +53,031 109.86
STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE
NET STATE AND LOCAL TAX REVENUE
UTILIZATION ............................ +71,487 112.24
NET STATE AND LOCAL GENERAL
REVENUE UTILIZATION   +208,566 117.07
NET STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE UTILIZATION . . +168,329 117.03
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Table 115
Utilization of State and Local Revenue Potential
for North Carolina Based on Rates for
Southeastern States, 1970
(+) Represents revenue utilized 
ABOVE yield at average rate
(-) Represents revenue utilized 
BELOW yield at average rate
Amount
(thousands)
Percent of 
Utilization
STATE REVENUE
General Sales and Gross Receipts
Taxes . . .  ............................ -92,922 74.00
Selective Sales and Gross Receipts 
Taxes . . . .  .......................... +18,277 105.01
License Taxes .......................... +16,033 115.95
Individual Income Taxes ................ +97,874 156.55
Corporation Net Income Taxes ............ +38,866 152.85
Property Taxes .......................... +3,765 118.91
Death and Gift Taxes .................... +6,957 158.08
Severance Taxes ........................ -4,448 0.0
Documentary and Stock Transfer Taxes . . . -10,521 0.0
Other T a x e s ..................... -1,635 1.98
NET STATE TAX UTILIZATION . . . ........ +72,246 106.46
From the Federal Government ............ -83,375 81.72
From the Local Governments .............. -2,670 76.96
Charges and Miscellaneous General Revenue. -9,713 95.17
NET GENERAL REVENUE UTILIZATION ........ -23,712 98.67
Net Liquor Store Revenue ................ -19,749 0.0
NET STATE REVENUE UTILIZATION ............ -43,461 97.59
Table 115 (continued)
224
Amount Percent of
(thousands) Utilization
LOCAL REVENUE
Property Taxes   -18,883 95.22
Other T a x e s ......................  -92,352 13.16
NET LOCAL TAX REVENUE   -111,335 77.79
From the Federal Government......  -14,503 74.06
From the State Government   +143,002 126.55
Charges and Miscellaneous General Revenue. -86,366 71.09
NET LOCAL REVENUE UTILIZATION . . . . . .  -69,102 98.14
STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE
NET STATE AND LOCAL TAX REVENUE
UTILIZATION    -39,089 97.59
NET STATE AND LOCAL GENERAL REVENUE
UTILIZATION   -48,776 98.45
NET STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE UTILIZATION . . -208,857 91.99
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Table 116
Utilization of State and Local Revenue Potential
for South Carolina Based on Rates for
Southeasteni States, 1970
(+) Represents revenue utilized 
ABOVE yield at average rate
(-) Represents revenue utilized 
BELOW yield at average rate
Amount
(thousands)
Percent of 
Utilization
STATE REVENUE
General Sales and Gross Receipts
Taxes .................................. +25,678 115.39
Selective Sales and Gross Receipts 
Taxes . . . .  .......................... +767 100.44
License Taxes ..................  . . . . -16,479 65.59
Individual Income Taxes ................ +14,586 118.05
Corporation Net Income Taxes ............ +7,979 123.24
Property Taxes .......................... -7,644 17.80
Death and Gift Taxes .................... -2,076 62.88
Severance Taxes ........................ -2,726 0.0
Documentary and Stock Transfer Taxes . . . -2,239 54.43
Other Taxes ............................ -779 0.0
NET STATE TAX UTILIZATION .............. +17,067 103.24
From the Federal Government ............ -39,174 83.15
From the Local Governments .............. +2,105 135.64
Charges and Miscellaneous General Revenue. +3,327 103.55
NET GENERAL REVENUE UTILIZATION ........ -16,675 98.06
Net Liquor Store Revenue ................ -9,222 0.0
NET STATE REVENUE UTILIZATION ............ -25,897 97.02
Table 116 (continued)
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Amount Percent of
(thousands) Utilization
LOCAL REVENUE
Property Taxes .......................... -26,984 85.37
Other T a x e s ............................ -40,259 18.93
NET LOCAL TAX R E V E N U E .................. -67,343 71.23
From the Federal Government............ -4,096 85.63
From the State Government.............. -7,795 97.16
Charges and Miscellaneous General Revenue. -37,604 73.04
NET LOCAL REVENUE UTILIZATION............ -116,738 82.75
STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE
NET STATE AND LOCAL TAX REVENUE
UTILIZATION   -9,917 98.61
NET STATE AND LOCAL GENERAL REVENUE
UTILIZATION ............................ -133,413 91.31
NET STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE UTILIZATION . . -136,945 89.17
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Table 117
Utilization of State and Local Revenue Potential for Tennessee
Based on Rates for Southeastern States, 1970
(+) Represents revenue utilized 
ABOVE yield at average rate
(-) Represents revenue utilized Amount Percent of
BELOW yield at average rate (thousands) Utilization
STATE REVENUE
General Sales and Gross Receipts
T a x e s .................................. -24,901 90.64
Selective Sales and Gross Receipts
Taxes .................................. -33,836 87.30
License Taxes .......................... +43,482 159.62
Individual Income Taxes ................ -116,728 9.40
Corporation Net Income Taxes .......... . +4,885 108.92
Property Taxes .......................... -14,825 0.00
Death and Gift Taxes .................... +9,200 203.16
Severance Taxes ........................ -8,458 0.00
Documentary and Stock Transfer Taxes . . . -2,918 62.74
Other Taxes ............................ +693 155,80
NET STATE TAX UTILIZATION .............. -143,406 82.73
From the Federal Government......... . +6,116 101.74
From the Local Governments.............. +6,445 172.04
Charges and Miscellaneous General Revenue. -28,077 81.23
NET GENERAL REVENUE UTILIZATION ........ -158,422 88.15
Net Liquor Store Revenue ................ -14,702 0.00
NET STATE REVENUE UTILIZATION ............ -173,624 87.19
Table 117 (continued)
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Amount Percent of
(thousands) Utilization
LOCAL REVENUE
Property Taxes   +7,731 102.63
Other Taxes   +28,327 135.78
NET LOCAL TAX REVENUE ..................  +35,158 109.69
From the Federal Government ............  +15,134 135.06
From the State Government   -48,761 88.28
Charges and Miscellaneous General Revenue. +1,885 100.85
NET LOCAL REVENUE UTILIZATION   +4,316 100.41
STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE 
NET STATE AND LOCAL TAX REVENUE
UTILIZATION   -135,675 87.93
NET STATE AND LOCAL GENERAL
REVENUE UTILIZATION   -154,606 93.55
NET STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE UTILIZATION . . -126,992 93.60
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Table 118
Utilization of State and Local Revenue Potential
for Virginia Based on Rates for
Southeastern States, 1970
(+) Represents revenue utilized 
ABOVE yield at average rate
(-) Represents revenue utilized 
BELOW yield at average rate
Amount
(thousands)
Percent of 
Utilization
STATE REVENUE
General Sales and Gross Receipts
T a x e s ............................... . -157,111 57.21
Selective Sales and Gross Receipts 
Taxes .................................. -51,520 84.57
License Taxes . . . . „ ........ .. -9,937 88.84
Individual Income Taxes . . . . . . . . . +104,966 159.03
Corporation Net Income Taxes ............ -8,184 89.17
Property Taxes ........................ -7,860 61.58
Death and Gift Taxes .................... -62 99.50
Severances Taxes ........................ -13,832 2.22
Documentary and Stock Transfer Taxes . . . -2,622 75.74
Other Taxes ............................ -863 49.65
NET STATE TAX UTILIZATION .............. -147,025 86.67
From the Federal Government ............ -89,182 78.62
From the Local Governments .............. +7,246 168.36
Charges and Miscellaneous General Revenue. +22,555 110.92
NET GENERAL REVENUE UTILIZATION ........ -206,406 88.12
Net Liquor Store Revenue ................ +1,660 108.18
NET STATE REVENUE UTILIZATION ............ -204,746 88.35
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Table 118 (continued)
Amount Percent of
(thousands) Utilization
LOCAL REVENUE
Property Taxes ......................  . . +28,519 107.03
Other Taxes   +82,439 175.45
NET LOCAL TAX REVENUE   +110,858 121.53
From the Federal Government   +29,567 158.02
From the State Government.........  -49,740 89.91
Charges and Miscellaneous General Revenue. -132,336 56.88
NET LOCAL REVENUE UTILIZATION .......... -41,451 96.96
STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE
NET STATE AND LOCAL TAX REVENUE
UTILIZATION   -118,506 92.14
NET STATE AND LOCAL GENERAL REVENUE
UTILIZATION   -247,857 92.01
NET STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE UTILIZATION . . -203,703 92.22
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Table 119
Utilization of State and Local Revenue Potential
for West Virginia Based on Rates for
Southeastern States, 1970
(+) Represents revenue utilized 
ABOVE yield at average rate
(-) Represents revenue utilized Amount
BELOW yield at average.rate (thousands)
STATE REVENUE
General Sales and Gross Receipts
Taxes . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ........  +69,121
Selective Sales and Gross Receipts
Taxes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  +5,024
License Taxes . . . .  .................. +3,132
Individual Income Taxes ................  -14,463
Corporation Net Income Taxes ............  -19,296
Property Taxes . ........................  -6,024
Death and Gift Taxes  .................. +1,235
Severance Taxes . . .    . -38,022
Documentary and Stock Transfer Taxes ... . -2,565
Other T a x e s ............................ +144
NET STATE TAX UTILIZATION ..............  -1,714
From the Federal Government ............  +97,784
From the Local Governments ..............  -3,305
Charges and Miscellaneous General Revenue. +6,659
NET GENERAL REVENUE UTILIZATION . . . . .  +99,424
Net Liquor Store Revenue .......... . . .  +5,553
NET STATE REVENUE UTILIZATION . . . . . . .  +104,977
Percent of 
Utilization
161.39
104.43
110.07
73.47
16.71
3.98
132.72
0.0
22.62
127.38
99.56
162.48
16.90
110.52
116.29
189.25
117.02
Table 119 (continued)
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Amount Percent of
(thousands) Utilization
LOCAL REVENUE
Property Taxes ..........................  -2,103 98.31
Other T a x e s ............................  -15,605 53.42
NET LOCAL TAX R E V E N U E ..................  -17,708 88.79
From the Federal Government  -9,187 52.12
From the State Government ...............  -25,989 85.94
Charges and Miscellaneous General Revenue. -30,522 67.57
NET LOCAL REVENUE UTILIZATION ..........  -83,406 81.71
STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE
NET STATE AND LOCAL TAX REVENUE
UTILIZATION ............................  -19,422 96.43
NET STATE AND LOCAL GENERAL REVENUE
UTILIZATION ............................  +16,018 101.50
NET STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE UTILIZATION . . +50,865 105.75
Table 120
State and Local Tax Revenue Potential and Utilization Per Capita and Per $1,000
Personal Income Based on Average Yield Rates for Southeastern States, 1970
Taxes :Per Capita Taxes Per $1,000 of Personal Income
Potential 
Yield at 
Average Rate 
(Capacity)
Amount 
Utilized 
Rank (Effort) Rank
Potential 
Yield at 
Average Rate 
(Capacity) Rank
Amount
Utilized
(Effort) Rank
Alabama 292.89 IQ 258.75 11 110.66 4 97.76 11
Arkansas 283.52 11 251.68 12 109.87 6 97.53 12
Florida 355.09 2 346.97 1 107.65 9 105.18 4
Georgia 334.14 4 311.80 4 107.60 10 100.40 9
Kentucky 315.21 6 299.05 7 110.28 5 104.62 6
Louisiana 355.20 1 331.00 3 124.27 1 115.81 2
Mississippi 263.51 12 295.75 8 111.61 3 125.27 1
North Carolina 318.61 5 310.92 5 107.73 8 105.13 5
South Carolina 293.63 9 274.22 10 108.39 7 101.22 8
TENNESSEE 306.69 8 279.36 9 107.56 11 97.97 10
Virginia 348.00 3 340.22 2 104.77 12 102.42 7
West Virginia 312.24 7 301.10 6 115.02 2 110.92 3 233
Table 121
State and Local Revenue Potential and Utilization Per Capita and Per $1,000 Personal
Income Based on Average Yield Rates for Southeastern States, 1970
Amount Per Capita Amount Per $1 .000 of Personal Income
Potential 
Yield at 
Average Rate 
(Capacity) Rank
Amount
Utilized
(Effort) Rank
Potential 
Yield at 
Average Rate 
(Capacity) Rank
Amount
Utilized
(Effort) Rank
Alabama 593.38 10 605.52 8 224.19 5 228.77 4
Arkansas 581.72 11 532.97 12 225.43 4 206.54 5
Florida 678.12 1 644.96 3 205.57 11 195.52 11
Georgia 650.49 4 622.06 5 209.46 10 200.31 8
Kentucky 623.02 5 589.80 9 217.96 7 206.34 6
Louisiana 663.01 3 703.03 1 231.96 2 245.97 2
Mississippi 554.12 12 649.45 2 234.70 1 274.71 1
North Carolina 621.22 6 607.73 7 210.05 9 205.49 7
South Carolina 596.28 9 541.22 11 220.10 6 199.78 10
TENNESSEE 614.25 8 571.10 10 215.43 8 200.30 9
Virginia 671.83 2 618.86 6 202.25 12 186.31 12
West Virginia 615.08 7 627.44 4 226.58 3 231.13 3
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Table 122
Summary of Net State and Local Potential Revenue Utilization Based on Average Yield
Rates for Tennessee and Its Bordering States and Southeastern States, 1970
Bo
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he
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rn
(+) Represents revenue utilized ABOVE yield at average rate 
(-) Represents revenue utilized BELOW yield at average rate
Net State and Local Revenue Net State and Local Revenue 
Utilization for Bordering States Utilization for Southeastern States
Amount
(thousands) Percent Rank
Amount
(thousands) Percent Rank
Alabama X X +103,191 106.36 2 +55,321 103.31 4
Arkansas X X -12,652 98.57 5 -36,438 95.98 7
Florida X -292,625 92.44 9
Georgia X X -20,849 99.14 4 -90,644 96.36 6
Kentucky X X +34,186 102.14 3 -22,737 98.63 5
Louisiana X +103,021 105.10 3
Mississippi X X +197,581 120.60 1 +168,329 117.03 1
North Carolina X X -183,475 92.89 9 -208,857 91.99 11
South Carolina X -136,945 89.17 12
TENNESSEE X -71,885 96.28 6 -126,992 93.60 8
Virginia X X -131,695 95.13 7 -203,703 92.22 10
West Virginia X +50,865 105.75 2
Missouri X -182,381 93.07 8 235
Table 123
Summary of Net State and Net Local Potential Revenue Utilization Based on
Average Yield Rates for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
(+) Represents revenue utilized ABOVE yield at 
(-) Represents revenue utilized BELOW yield at
Net State Revenue Utilization
average rate 
average rate
Net Local Revenue Utilization
Amount
(thousands) Percent Rank
Amount
(thousands) Percent Rank
Alabama +106,562 109.68 2 +8,829 101.02 5
Arkansas +14,834 102.48 4 -66,966 86.01 8
Georgia -105,848 93.42 6 +79,465 106.25 2
Kentucky +97,908 109.10 3 -123,868 85.42 9
Mississippi +189,747 128.88 1 +65,452 112.45 1
Missouri -376,958 78.13 9 +72,405 105.25 3
North Carolina +37,246 102.16 5 -42,426 96.90 7
TENNESSEE -110,050 91.48 8 +25,162 102.43 4
Virginia -113,405 93.19 7 -18,056 98.65 6
Table 124
Summary of Net State and Local Tax and Net State and Local General
Potential Revenue Utilization Based on Average Yield Rates for
Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970
(+) Represents revenue utilized ABOVE yield at 
(-) Represents revenue utilized BELOW yield at
Net State and Local Tax 
Revenue Utilization
average rate 
average rate
Net State and Local General 
Revenue Utilization
Amount
(thousands) Percent Rank
Amount
(thousands) Percent Rank
Alabama -84,173 91.37 8 +121,728 106.21 2
Arkansas -41,835 92.06 7 -46,539 95.66 7
Georgia -57,239 96.09 5 -10,320 99.64 4
Kentucky -10,298 98.93 3 -15,589 99.19 5
Mississippi +93,021 116.53 1 +253,401 121.53 1
Missouri -30,644 98.12 4 -286,325 90.72 9
North Carolina +4,970 87.61 9 +11,759 100.38 3
TENNESSEE -70,707 93.95 6 -72,278 96.88 6
Virginia +8,609 101.06 2 -136,008 95.45 8
Table 125
Summary of Net State Tax and Net Local Tax Potential Revenue
Utilization Based on Average Yield Rates for Tennessee
and Its Bordering States, 1970
(+) Represents revenue utilized ABOVE yield at 
(-) Represents revenue utilized BELOW yield at
Net State Tax Revenue 
Utilization
average rate 
average rate
Net Local Tax Revenue 
Utilization
Amount
(thousands) Percent Rank
Amount
(thousands) Percent Rank
Alabama -1,165 99.82 4 -83,008 73.80 9
Arkansas -1,856 99.47 5 -39,979 76.88 7
Georgia -51,605 94.71 6 -5,634 98.86 4
Kentucky +49,800 107.62 3 -60,098 81.21 6
Mississippi +105,019 127.58 1 -11,998 93.40 5
Missouri -254,042 76.37 9 +223,398 139.96 1
North Carolina +137,308 113.04 2 -132,338 74.65 8
TENNESSEE -91,056 88.30 8 +20,349 105.26 3
Virginia -72,666 92.93 7 +89,279 116.62 2
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Table 126
Summary of Net State and Net Local Potential Revenue Utilization
Based on Average Yield Rates for Southeastern States, 1970
(+) Represents revenue utilized ABOVE yield at average rate 
(-) Represents revenue utilized BELOW yield at average rate
Net State Revenue Utilization Net Local Revenue Utilization
Amount
(thousands) Percent Rank
Amount
(thousands) Percent Rank
Alabama +51,677 104.47 4 -9,884 98.89 6
Arkansas -16,261 97.42 7 -77,491 84.16 9
Florida -603,859 76.93 12 +378,763 119.07 1
Georgia -186,238 89.00 9 +55,776 104.30 3
Kentucky +34,022 102.99 5 -140,953 83.73 10
Louisiana +107,336 107.48 3 +38,495 103.93 4
Mississippi +156,355 122.64 1 +53,031 109.86 2
North Carolina -43,461 97.59 6 -69,102 98.14 7
South Carolina -25,897 97.02 8 -116,738 82.75 11
TENNESSEE -173,624 87.19 11 +4,316 100.41 5
Virginia -204,746 88.35 10 -41,451 96.96 8
West Virginia +104,977 117.02 2 -83,406 81.71 12
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Table 127
Summary of Net State and Local Tax and Net State and Local General
Potential Revenue Utilization Based on Average Yield Rates
for Southeastern States, 1970
(+) Represents revenue utilized ABOVE yield at average rate 
(-) Represents revenue utilized BELOW yield at average rate
Net State and Local Tax Net State and Local General 
Revenue Utilization Revenue Utilization
Amount
(thousands) Percent Rank
Amount
(thousands) Percent Rank
Alabama -117,595 88.34 11 +49,834 102.45 3
Arkansas +39,961 107.33 2 -87,231 92.16 10
Florida -55,164 97.71 4 -195,668 95.72 7
Georgia -102,524 93.31 8 -111,734 96.23 6
Kentucky -52,017 94.87 7 -94,840 95.24 8
Louisiana -88,179 93.19 9 +159,514 106.64 2
Mississippi +71,487 112.24 1 +208,566 117.07 1
North Carolina -39,089 97.59 5 -48,776 98.45 5
South Carolina -9,917 98.61 3 -133,413 91.31 12
TENNESSEE -135,675 87.93 12 -154,606 93.55 9
Virginia -118,506 92.14 10 -247,857 92.01 11
West Virginia -19,422 96.43 6 +16,018 101.50 4
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Table 128
Summary of Net State Tax and Net Local Tax Potential Revenue Utilization
Based on Average Yield Rates for Southeastern States, 1970
(+) Represents revenue utilized ABOVE yield at 
(-) Represents revenue utilized BELOW yield at
Net State Tax Revenue Utilization
average rate 
average rate
Net Local Tax Revenue Utilization
Amount
(thousands) Percent Rank
Amount
(thousands) Percent Rank
Alabama -47,385 93.28 6 -70,210 76.91 11
Arkansas -28,328 92.54 7 -32,911 80.12 9
Florida -242,880 85.40 11 +187,716 125.13 1
Georgia -116,901 88.95 8 -14,377 103.02 5
Kentucky -4,840 99.32 5 -47,177 84.63 8
Louisiana -1.08,016 88.59 9 +19,837 105.71 4
Mississippi +76,136 118.59 1 -4,649 97.34 6
North Carolina +72,246 106.46 2 -111,335 77.79 10
South Carolina +17,067 103.24 3 -67,343 71.23 12
TENNESSEE -143,406 82.73 12 +36,158 109.69 3
Virginia -147,025 86.67 10 +110,858 121.53 2
West Virginia -1,714 99.56 4 1 o 00 88.79 7
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STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE POTENTIAL FOR
TENNESSEE BASED ON RATES FOR THE
SOUTHEASTERN STATES
Table 117, the summary table for Tennessee, revealed the 
following.
1. Eight state sources of revenue were underutilized.
2. Six state sources of revenue were utilized above the 
potential yield.
3. The net state utilization was -$173,624,000 or 87.19 per­
cent.
4. At the local level the only revenue underutilized was that 
from the state government.
5. The net state and local tax revenue was $135,675,000 under­
utilized and the net state and local general revenue was $154,606,000 
underutilized.
6. The net state and local revenue was underutilized 
$126,992,000.
There were at least two obvious points in these tables. First, 
the net state and local revenue underutilization was even greater for 
Tennessee when the Southeastern states were used for comparison-- 
$126,992,000 versus $71,885,000 underutilization for its bordering 
states. Second, the local utilization continued to be above the 
potential yield. Tables 120 and 121 rank Tennessee relatively lower 
than its bordering states (Tables 63 and 64). Tables 122 through 128 
ranked Tennessee below the median with the exception of local revenue 
utilization.
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Table 122 presented a comparison of net state and local 
potential revenue utilization between Tennessee and its bordering 
states and the Southeastern states. In this table, Tennessee ranked 
sixth when compared to its bordering states and tenth when compared 
to the Southeastern states. Tables 123 through 128 ranked Tennessee 
below the median in every category with the exception of net local 
revenue utilization and net local tax utilization for Tennessee and 
its bordering states and the Southeastern states.
To conclude, Tennessee ranked sixth in the bordering states 
and eighth in the Southeastern states with respect to net state and 
local potential revenue utilization. Tennessee also ranked sixth in 
the bordering states and twelfth in the Southeastern states with 
respect to net state and local tax revenue utilization. Therefore, it 
was reasonable to conclude that in Tennessee there existed unutilized 
sources of revenue that could have been tapped if those in power had 
chosen to do so.
ONE HUNDRED PERCENT UTILIZATION
If Tennessee elected to utilize all of the unutilized revenue 
potential and at the same time did not decrease those sources that were 
utilized above the average rate, the following would be the additional 
revenue realized.
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Based on Tennessee and Its Bordering States
Additional State Tax Revenue $180,215,000
Additional State Non-tax Revenue 25,780,000
Total Additional State Revenue 205,995,000
Additional Local Tax Revenue 6,691,000
Additional Local Non-tax Revenue 19,789,000
Total Additional Local Revenue 26,480,000
Based on the Southeastern States
Additional State Tax Revenue 228,376,000
Additional State Non-tax Revenue 42,779,000
Total Additional State Revenue 271,155,000
Additional Local Tax Revenue 0
Additional Local Non-tax Revenue 48,761,000
Total Additional Local Revenue 48,761,000
Total State and Local Revenue 319,916,000
Chapter 5
TAX BURDEN AND EDUCATIONAL EXPENDITURES FOR 
TENNESSEE AND OTHER SELECTED STATES
The purpose of this section was to present the data for the 
index of tax sacrifice and the indices for educational expenditures 
effort. The rationale for selecting the methodology employed was pre­
sented and the implications for Tennessee were examined.
INDEX OF TAX SACRIFICE
The two most frequently used measures of variation in interstate 
tax burdens were taxes per capita and taxes as a percent of income.
Total tax collections in one state could be compared meaningfully to 
total tax collections in another state only if the two states were 
reasonably alike in population or income. Per capita taxes gauged 
variation in tax burden by reducing all states to a common denominator 
of population. Taxes as a percent of income was a standard which used 
personal income in each state as a common basis.^
Per capita taxes as a measurement of tax burden was a better 
method when compared to the use of total tax collections because there 
was an adjustment for the population differences of the various states. 
However, the method was basically a weak measure of tax burden because
^Henry J. Frank, "Measuring State Tax Burdens," National Tax 
Journal. 12:180, June, 1959.
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each resident was given a value of one regardless of his age, condition, 
or position in the state's economy.
Taxes as a percent of personal income measured the amount of 
income that individuals were required to give up to sustain certain 
governmental units. This measurement was also, to a degree, inadequate 
in measuring tax burden. The major weakness was that in higher income 
states, individuals were required to give up a smaller proportion of 
their income. When the tax burdens among states were compared, if one 
state's taxes as a percent of income was greater than another's, it was
O
also likely that its per capita income was lower.
A more useful device for comparing interstate tax burdens was 
an "index of tax sacrifice" which was a synthesis of the two previously 
discussed methods. The degree of sacrifice involved in each state was 
determined by dividing the state taxes collected as a percent of personal 
income by the per capita personal income of the state. This method was 
based on the underlying assumption that in two states with identical 
taxes per dollar of income, the resident of the state where per capita
3
personal income was greater had to make less sacrifice in order to pay.
The state, local, and state-local tax burden and the index of tax 
sacrifice for Tennessee and its bordering states and the Southeastern 
states were computed and presented in Tables 129 through 131.
Implications for Tennessee
Table 129 revealed that Tennessee ranked sixth among its 
bordering states and ninth in the Southeastern states on the tax sacri­
fice index. Total state and local revenue was included in this table.
^Ibid., p. 182. ^Ibid.
Table 129
Total State and Local Tax Collections, Per Capita Personal Income, Taxes
As Percent of Personal Income, and the Index of Tax Sacrifice
for Selected States, 1970
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.Total State 
and Local 
Taxes 
Collected 
[thousands)
Per
Capita
Personal
Income
(dollars)
Taxes 
Collected 
as Percent 
of Personal 
Income
Tax Sacrifice
Index of 
Tax 
Sacrifice
Rank in 
Bordering 
States
Rank in 
Southeastern 
States
Alabama X X 891,100 2,582 9.78 3.7878 3 6
Arkansas X X 484,000 2,488 9.75 3.9188 2 4
Florida X 2,355,700 3,525 10.52 2.9844 12
Georgia X X 1,431,000 3,071 10.04 3.2693 7 10
Kentucky X X 962,700 2,847 10.46 3.6740 4 7
Louisiana X 1,205,900 2,781 11.58 4.1640 3
Mississippi X X 655,700 2,218 12.53 5.6492 1 1
North Carolina X X 1,580,100 2,888 10.51 3.6392 5 8
South Carolina X 710,400 2,607 10.12 3.8819 5
TENNESSEE X 1,096,200 2,808 9.80 3.4900 6 9
Virginia X X 1,581,500 3,307 10.24 3.0965 8 11
West Virginia X 525,200 2,603 11.09 4.2605 2
Missouri X 1,603,300 3,458 9.97 2.8832 9
Table 130
Total State Taxes Collected, Per Capita Personal Income, Taxes as Percent of 
Personal Income, and the Index of Tax Sacrifice for Selected States, 1970
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Total State 
Taxes 
Collected 
(thousands)
Per
Capita
Personal
Income
(dollars)
Taxes 
Collected 
as Percent 
of Personal 
Income
Index of 
Tax 
Sacrifice
Tax Sacrifice 
Rank in 
Bordering 
States
Rank in 
Southeastern 
States
Alabama X X 657,400 2,582 7.21 2.7924 3 6
Arkansas X X 351,400 2,488 7.08 2.8457 2 5
Florida X 1,421,100 3,525 6.35 1.8014 12
Georgia X X 941,300 3,071 6.60 2.1491 8 11
Kentucky X X 703,000 2,847 7.64 2.6835 5 8
Louisiana X 838,800 2,781 8.06 2.8982 4
Mississippi X X 485,800 2,218 9.28 4.1839 1 1
North Carolina X X 1,190,200 2,888 7.92 2.7424 4 7
South Carolina X 543,700 2,607 7.75 2.9728 3
TENNESSEE X 686,900 2,808 6.14 2.1866 7 10
Virginia X X 1,184,800 3.307 7.67 2.3193 6 9
West Virginia X 455,000 2,603 9.61 3.6919 2
Missouri X 820,900 3,458 5.10 1.4748 9
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Table 131
Total Local Taxes Collected, Per Capita Personal Income, Taxes as Percent of 
Personal Income, and the Index of Tax Sacrifice for Selected States, 1970
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Taxes 
Collected 
(thousands)
Per
Capita
Personal
Income
(dollars)
Taxes 
Collected 
as Percent 
of Personal 
Income
Index of 
Tax 
Sacrifice
Tax Sacrifice 
Rank in 
Bordering 
States
Rank in 
Southeastern 
States
Alabama X X 233,800 2,582 2.56 0.9915 7 9
Arkansas X X 132,600 2,488 2.69 1.0812 6 8
Florida X 934,600 3,525 4.17 1.1830 5
Georgia X X 489,700 3,071 3.44 1.1202 5 7
Kentucky X X 259,700 2,847 2.82 0.9905 8 10
Louisiana X 367,100 2,781 3.53 1.2693 3
Mississippi X X 169,900 2,218 3.25 1.4653 1 1
North Carolina X X 389,900 2,888 2.59 0.8968 9 12
South Carolina X 166,700 2,607 2.38 0.9129 11
TENNESSEE X 409,300 2,808 3.66 1.3034 3 2
Virginia X X 625,800 3,307 4.05 1.2247 4 4
West Virginia X 140,200 2,603 2.96 1.1371 6
Missouri X 782,400 3,458 4.86 1.4054 2
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The table did not include revenue from the federal government or charges 
and miscellaneous general revenue.
Table 130, which included only data on the state tax revenue, 
ranked Tennessee seventh among the bordering states and tenth among the 
Southeastern states. This was a clear indication that Tennessee, based 
on this method for calculating tax burden, had a relatively light state 
tax burden when compared to the other selected states.
Table 131, which included only data on the local tax revenue, 
indicated that Tennessee ranked third among the bordering states and 
second among the Southeastern states. This was obvious for two reasons. 
First, the data were consistent with the revenue potential data which 
also indicated that in Tennessee a greater effort was made at the local 
level than at the state level. Therefore, there was a greater tax 
burden at the local level. Second, any additional revenues could be 
collected at the state level if for no other reason--and there are 
others--than the fact that the local tax burden was greater.
Tennessee ranked below the median in the index of tax sacrifice 
when compared with total tax collections and state tax collections.
With respect to local tax collections, Tennessee ranked above the 
median.
EDUCATIONAL EFFORT IN TENNESSEE
Analysis of state and local financing of education focused on 
educational expenditures, usually on how much state and local govern­
ments spent for education as opposed to how much they could have 
spent. The question of how much was spent for education was an 
empirical one. The question of how much state and local governments
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could have spent on education hinged on their revenue potential (fiscal 
capacity) and utilization of revenue potential (effort). The method­
ology for determining revenue potential and utilization was previously 
discussed and the results presented in Chapter 4.
To measure the relative effort made by the state and local 
governments in Tennessee in support of public elementary and secondary 
education relative to that of the other selected states, two effort 
indices were calculated. The formulae and the procedure employed were 
presented in Chapter 3.
Educational expenditures for public schools in Tennessee were 
separated into total current educational expenditures for elementary 
and secondary schools, and total educational expenditures for elementary 
and secondary schools and other educational expenditures. Using these 
two categories of expenditure, indices of effort were calculated based 
on the effort and adjusted effort formulae and presented in Chapter 3. 
The data for the formulae were obtained from a National Education 
Association publication^ and are presented in Appendix F and G.
Implications for Tennessee
Table 132 illustrates that Tennessee ranked seventh in adjusted 
effort and sixth in effort indices based on Tennessee and its bordering 
states. Based on the Southeastern states (Table 133), Tennessee ranked 
tenth in the adjusted effort and eighth in the effort indices for the 
same category. This clearly indicated that Tennessee ranked below the
^National Education Association, Research Division, Estimates 
of School Statistics. 1969-70 (Washington, D.C.: National Education 
Association, 1969), p. 37.
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median of either group of the selected states with respect to the 
effort made in educational expenditures for public elementary and 
secondary education.
Table 134 indicates that Tennessee ranked eighth in adjusted 
effort and sixth in effort indices representing the total current 
educational expenditures for public schools and other programs, based 
on the data for Tennessee and its bordering states. In the same 
category but based on the Southeastern states, Tennessee ranked 
eleventh in adjusted effort and ninth in effort indices. Again, the 
implication was clear that Tennessee ranked below the median in effort 
made with respect to total current educational expenditures.
Finally, based on the indices presented, it was reasonable to 
conclude that Tennessee's effort was below the median effort of 
either its bordering states or the Southeastern states in both indices. 
The lack of effort was, indeed, interesting to note, in view of the 
fact that Tennessee ranked fourth in personal income per school age 
child when compared to both groups of states (Appendix A).
Table 132
Indices of Effort and Adjusted Effort of Total Current Educational Expenditures
for Elementary and Secondary Schools for Tennessee and Its Bordering States,
1969-70
Ea =
Current Expenditure
X
School Age Population E = Current Expenditure
Personal Income 
Adjusted Effort
Total Population School Age Population 
Effort
Ea Index Rank E Index Rank
Alabama .0105 88.98 8 .3525 76.05 9
Arkansas .0121 102.54 3 .4296 92.69 7
Georgia .0118 100.00 4 .4931 106.39 3
Kentucky .0114 96.61 6 .4636 100.02 5
Mississippi .0152 128.81 1 .3752 80.95 8
Missouri .0102 86.44 9 .5501 118.68 2
North Carolina .0122 103.39 2 .4907 105.87 4
TENNESSEE .0108 91.53 7 .4502 97.13 6
Virginia .0117 99.15 5 .5665 122.22 1
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Table 133
Indices of Effort and Adjusted Effort of Total Current Educational Expenditures
for Elementary and Secondary Schools for the Southeastern States, 1969-70
Ea =
Current Expenditure School Age Population
E
Current Expenditure
Personal Income 
Adjusted Effort
X Total Population School Age Population 
Effort
Ea Index Rank E Index Rank
Alabama .0105 85.37 11 .3525 75.05 12
Arkansas .0121 98.37 6 .4296 91.46 10
Florida .0096 78.05 12 .5955 126.78 1
Georgia .0118 95.93 7 .4931 104.98 4
Kentucky .0114 92.68 9 .4636 98.70 7
Louisiana .0143 116.26 2 .4674 99.51 6
Mississippi .0152 123.58 1 .3752 79.88 11
North Carolina .0122 99.19 5 .4907 104.47 5
South Carolina .0140 113.82 3 .4435 94.42 9
TENNESSEE .0108 87.80 10 .4502 95.85 8
Virginia .0117 95.12 8 .5665 120.61 2
West Virginia .0134 108.94 4 .5090 108.37 3
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Table 134
Indices of Effort and Adjusted Effort of Total Current Educational Expenditures
for Public Elementary and Secondary Schools, Other Programs, Capital Outlay,
and Interest on School Debt in Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1969-70
Ea =
Current Expenditure
X
School Age Population E _ Current Expenditure
Personal Income 
Adjusted Effort
Total Population School Age Population 
Effort
Ea Index Rank E Index Rank
Alabama .0118 85.51 9 .3960 72.54 9
Arkansas .0145 105.07 2 .5141 94.17 7
Georgia .0134 97.10 5 .5581 102.23 4
Kentucky .0128 92.75 6 .5243 96.04 5
Mississippi .0181 131.16 1 .4488 82.21 8
Missouri .0125 90.58 7 .6771 124.03 2
North Carolina .0145 105.07 2 .5850 107.16 3
TENNESSEE .0124 89.86 8 .5190 95.07 6
Virginia .0143 103.62 4 .6905 126.49 1
Table 135
Indices of Effort and Adjusted Effort of Total Current Educational Expenditures
for Public Elementary and Secondary Schools, Other Programs, Capital Outlay,
and Interest on School Debt for the Southeastern States, 1969-70
Ea =
Current Expenditure „ 
Personal Income
Adjusted Effort
School Age Population 
Total Population
E = Current Expenditure 
School Age Population
Effort
Ea Index Rank E Index Rank
Alabama .0118 81.38 12 .3960 71.08 12
Arkansas .0145 100.00 5 .5141 92.28 10
Florida .0125 86.21 10 .7754 139.19 1
Georgia .0134 92.41 8 .5581 100.18 6
Kentucky .0128 88.28 9 .5243 94.11 8
Louisiana .0172 118.62 2 .5633 101.11 5
Mississippi .0181 124.83 1 .4488 80.56 11
North Carolina .0145 100.00 5 .5850 105.01 3
South Carolina .0167 115.17 3 .5293 95.01 7
TENNESSEE .0124 85.52 11 .5190 93.16 9
Virginia .0143 98.62 7 .6905 123.95 2
West Virginia .0153 105.52 4 .5812 104.33 4
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Chapter 6
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The purpose of this chapter is threefold: (1) to present a
summary of the problem, subproblems, and procedures employed in this 
study; (2) to discuss conclusions drawn from the data; and (3) to state 
recommendations based on the findings of this study.
SUMMARY
The Problem
The problem of this study was to compare Tennessee's revenue 
potential, utilization, tax burden and educational effort with bordering 
states and the Southeastern states.
Subproblems
To facilitate the identification of the many aspects of the 
problem, the collection of data, the methodology employed, and the 
presentation of the findings, the problem was divided into four com­
ponents; (1) to classify state and local sources of revenue and to 
calculate revenue potential and utilization for each of the sources of 
revenue in the selected states; (2) to determine the tax burden of 
selected states relative to their fiscal capacity; (3) to estimate the 
relative educational effort in Tennessee and other selected states; and 
(4) to examine the findings of subproblems one, two, and three to 
ascertain the implications for Tennessee.
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Procedures
Following an extensive review of related literature, part of 
which was presented in Chapter 2, the methodology for solving the 
subproblems, and thus the problem, was selected. The first step 
involved collecting and categorizing the data. In the second step, 
the procedure for calculating revenue potential was developed. This 
included calculating the rate for each source of revenue and then 
using the rate to calculate the revenue potential for each source as 
described in Chapter 3. Based on the revenue potential, the utili­
zation above the average rate and the unutilized revenue potential 
were calculated. These calculations were carried out separately for 
Tennessee and its bordering states and the Southeastern states. The 
results were summarized and presented in tables where they were ranked 
for comparison.
The next major procedure involved calculating the tax burden 
for Tennessee and other selected states. For this purpose an index of 
tax sacrifice was calculated by dividing the per capita personal income 
for each state by the amount of collected taxes expressed as a percent 
of personal income. Other measures of tax burden were considered but 
the above method was selected because it was based upon an acceptable 
assumption; namely, that in two states with identical taxes per dollar 
of income, the resident of the state where per capita personal income 
was greater had to make less sacrifice in order to pay. The findings 
were presented in Tables 129 through 131 and interstate comparisons 
were made.
The methodology employed in calculating the effort made in 
financing public educational expeditures was based on two formulae.
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Effort = Current Expenditures
School Age Population
Adjusted _ Current Expenditures ^ School Age Population 
Effort ~ Personal Income Total Population
These formulae were selected because they reflected actual expenditures 
(effort) and what was spent relative to the ability of a state to make 
those expenditures (adjusted effort). These results were also con­
verted into indices and presented in Tables 132 through 135 for inter­
state comparisons.
The findings in each procedure were examined with respect to 
their implications for Tennessee. Specifically, the findings were 
examined to evaluate Tennessee's position among the bordering states 
and the Southeastern states as reflected by the various indices and 
calculations of revenue potential and utilization.
CONCLUSIONS
In this section the five hypotheses stated in Chapter 1 are 
restated and examined with respect to the findings of the study. In 
addition, other conclusions based on the data developed in the study 
are made.
Hypotheses
The following h y p o t h e s e s  were considered with respect to the 
findings in this study.
1. The state and local revenue potential (based on the 
average yield rates of its bordering states) of Tennessee was 
utilized less than 100 percent.
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The data (Table 61) supported this hypothesis: Tennessee did 
utilize less than 100 percent of the potential revenue. This was true 
when the combined net state and local revenue potential was examined 
for tax revenue (93.95 percent utilization) and net state and local tax 
and non-tax revenue (96.88 percent utilization). Net local revenue 
utilization alone was more than 100 percent (102.43 percent).
2. The state and local revenue potential (based on the 
average yield rates for the Southeastern states) of Tennessee was 
utilized less than 100 percent.
The data (Table 117) supported this hypothesis: Tennessee 
utilized only 93.60 percent of net state and local revenue potential. 
Again, this underutilization was found in every major subtotal with the 
exception of net local revenue utilization which was 100.41 percent.
3. Tennessee ranked below the median of bordering and the 
median of southeastern states in net state and local potential revenue 
utilization.
The data (Table 122) supported this hypothesis. In the eight 
bordering states Tennessee ranked sixth, and in the twelve southeastern 
states, Tennessee ranked eighth. A more detailed analysis of the data 
ranked Tennessee consistently eighth to twelfth with one exception.
The exception was in the local tax revenue utilization where Tennessee 
ranked as high as third.
4. Tennessee's tax burden was below that of the median 
bordering and southeastern states.
The data (Table 129) supported this hypothesis. In the eight 
bordering states Tennessee ranked sixth; in the twelve southeastern 
states Tennessee ranked ninth with respect to total state and local
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tax sacrifice. Again, the local tax sacrifice was much greater than 
the state, but not enough to offset significantly the state sacrifice 
in the total figures.
5. Tennessee ranked below the median of the bordering states 
and the Southeastern states in per pupil expenditures for elementary 
and secondary schools and for total educational expenditures.
The data (Tables 132 through 135) consistenly supported the 
hypothesis in every case examined. In some cases Tennessee ranked much 
lower (especially in the adjusted effort indices) than in others, but 
in every index calculated the rank was below the median.
In addition to the above findings, the following conclusions 
about Tennessee were drawn from the study.
1. In comparison with its bordering states and the Southeastern 
states Tennessee was not utilizing its revenue potential sufficiently in 
two respects: (a) the amount collected from certain revenue sources; and 
(b) the failure to adopt certain sources of revenue. A broad-based 
personal income tax was the prime example.
2. The state revenue potential was higher than the local 
revenue potential but state revenue potential was underutilized and 
local revenue potential was exceeded by the actual collections.
3. Tennessee could increase, to a degree, the state revenue 
without creating a significant increase in tax burden.
4. Tennessee could increase the total educational expenditures 
per school age child and could do so by increasing the revenue utili­
zation to 100 percent.
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RECOMMENDATIONS
In attempting to solve the problems inherent in the material 
examined in this study,certain implications for Tennessee and selected 
states became apparent. The purpose of this section is to state those 
recommendations which appeared to be logical in terms of the findings. 
Since the focus of the study was on Tennessee, these recommendations 
are limited to Tennessee but the data could be examined for important 
implications for the other selected states.
If Tennessee elected to increase its total revenue collections 
to the "average rates" of the bordering states and the Southeastern 
states, the following recommendations are presented, not as solutions, 
but as indicators of the direction in which solutions may be found:
1. Tennessee needs to increase the state revenue utilization 
to at least 100 percent, based on the "average rates" of Tennessee and 
its bordering states.
2. Appropriate new sources of revenue should be considered-- 
preferably sources that are "progressive" in nature.
3. The primary revenue source highly recommended for con­
sideration is a broad-based personal income tax.
4. An increase of appropriate taxes to a degree that would 
rank Tennessee no less than the median of its bordering states in the 
index of tax sacrifice is recommended.
5. Part of the increase in revenues should be earmarked for 
educational purposes because of Tennessee's low rank in educational 
expenditures.
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Finally, the data used in this study were for the 1969-70 
fiscal year. Similar studies on a regional basis should be conducted 
in order to update and contribute to the pool of needed information 
for the improvement of government financing at all levels.
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Appendix A 
Personal Income Per School Age Child*
Bo
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ut
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st
er
n Population of 
School Age 
Children 
(5-17)
Personal Income 
Per School Age 
Child (5-17) 
(in dollars)
Rank in 
Tennessee 
and Its 
Bordering 
States
Rank in 
Southeastern 
States
Alabama X X 969,000 $ 9,407.64 8 10
Arkansas X X 519,000 9,562.62 7 9
Florida X 1,565,000 14,310.54 1
Georgia X X 1,252,000 11,384.19 3 3
Kentucky X X 852,000 10,800.47 6 6
Louisiana X 1,077,000 9,668.52 8
Mississippi X X 685,000 7,640.88 9 12
North Carolina X X 1,377,000 10,915.03 5 5
South Carolina X 757,000 9,270.81 11
TENNESSEE X 1,025,000 10,016.10 4 4
Virginia X X 1,218,000 12,677.34 2 2
West Virginia X 467,000 10,139.19 7
Missouri X 1,179,000 13,642.92 1
*National Education Association, Research Division, Estimates of School Statistics, 1969-70
(Washington, D.C.: National Education Association, 1969), p. 27.
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Appendix B
State Revenue from Insurance Trust for the Southeastern States, 1970*
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 74,933 87,714 12,781
Arkansas 43,341 47,754 4,413
Florida 212,303 215,494 3,191
Georgia 128,018 137,142 9,124
Kentucky 90,301 88,542 1,759
Louisiana 117,994 100,194 17,800
Mississippi 49,568 50,362 794
North Carolina 181,462 144,619 36,843
South Carolina 84,201 67,527 16,674
TENNESSEE 90,627 107,661 17,034
Virginia 82,376 148,573 66,197
West Virginia 85,993 45,560 40,433
*U.S. Bureau of the Census, State Government Finances in 1970, Series GF 70, No. 3 
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1971), p. 25.
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Appendix C
State Revenue from Insurance Trust for Tennessee and Its Bordering States, 1970*
(in thousands of dollars)
Amount
Collected
Potential Yield 
At Average Rate
Utilization Above 
Potential Yield
Unutilized
Potential
Alabama 74,933 79,300 4,367
Arkansas 43,341 43,173 168
Georgia 128,018 123,987 4,031
Kentucky 90,301 80,048 10,253
Mississippi 49,568 45,531 4,037
Missouri 133,753 139,923 6,170
North Carolina 181,462 130,746 50,716
TENNESSEE 90,627 97,333 6,706
Virginia 82,376 134,321 51,945
*U. S. Bureau of the Census, State Government Finances in 1970, Series GF 70, No. 3 
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1971), p. 25.
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Appendix D
Estimated Revenue and Nonrevenue Receipts, 1969-70, for Public Schools*
Bo
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ut
h­
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st
er
n
Total from 
Federal, State 
and Local 
Government s 
(thousands)
Nonrevenue
Receipts
(thousands)
Total
Revenue
(thousands)
Alabama X X 408,861 10,000 418,861
Arkansas X X 247,247 25,000 272,247
Florida X 1,077,347 11,325 1,088,672
Georgia X X 642,789 50,000 692,789
Kentucky X X 446,700 50,000 496,700
Louisiana X 569,570 80,000 649,570
Mississippi X X 314,000 10,000 324,000
North Carolina X X 805,705 38,000 843,705
South Carolina X 397,774 18,500 416,274
TENNESSEE X 521,400 45,000 566,400
Virginia X X 820,000 75,000 895,000
West Virginia X 279,000 6,000 285,000
Missouri X 741,323 57,000 798,323
*National Education Association, Research Division, Estimates of School Statistics, 1969-70
(Washington, D.C.: National Education Association, 1969), p. 35.
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Appendix E
Estimated Revenue for Public Schools from the Federal Government,
State Government, and Local Governments, 1969-70*
50-c
•Hn<u
•au
o
CP
So
ut
h­
ea
st
er
n From Federal 
_.Government
From State 
Government
From Local 
Governments 
and Others
Amount
(thousands) Percent
Amount
(thousands) Percent
Amount
(thousands) Percent
Alabama X X 59,144 14.5 257,717 63.0 92,000 22.5
Arkansas X X 42,164 17.1 112,384 45.5 92,699 37.5
Florida X 98,435 9.1 608,727 56.5 370,185 34.4
Georgia X X 68,157 10.6 377,546 58.7 197,086 30.7
Kentucky X X 61,700 13.8 235,000 52.6 150,000 33.6
Louisiana X 61,680 10.8 331,890 58.3 176,000 30.9
Mississippi X X 69,000 22.0 162,000 51.6 83,000 26.4
North Carolina X X 87,146 10.8 571,559 70.9 147,000 18.2
South Carolina X 52,774 13.3 245,000 61.6 100,000 25.1
TENNESSEE X 54,000 10.4 257,000 49.3 210,400 40.4
Virginia X X 75,000 9.1 300,000 36.6 445,000 54.3
West Virginia X 34,500 12.4 134,500 48.2 110,000 39.4
Missouri X 46,351 6.3 255,972 34.5 439,000 59.2
*National Education Association, Research Division, Estimates of School Statistics, 1969-70
(Washington, D.C.: National Education Association, 1969), p. 35.
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Appendix F
Estimated Expenditures for Public Schools, 1969-70*
Bo
rd
er
in
g
So
ut
h­
ea
st
er
n Current 
Expenditures 
for Other Programs 
(thousands)
Capital 
Outlay 
(thousands)
Interest on 
School Debt 
(thousands)
Alabama X X 2,000 36,950 3,200
Arkansas X X 2,700 30,992 10,162
Florida X 1,200 257,808 22,621
Georgia X X 13,852 50,000 17,500
Kentucky X X 4,200 33,000 14,500
Louisiana X 1,260 80,000 22,000
Mississippi X X 19,200 27,000 4,250
North Carolina X X 56,830 60,000 13,000
South Carolina X 11,000 47,000 7,000
TENNESSEE X 9,000 45,000 16,500
Virginia X X 20,000 110,000 21,000
West Virginia X 3,300 27,000 3,400
Missouri X 33,000 97,500 19,200
*National Education Association, Research Division, Estimates of School Statistics, 1969-70
(Washington, D.C.: National Education Association, 1969), p. 37.
Appendix F (continued)
Bo
rd
er
in
g
So
ut
h­
ea
st
er
n
Total Current Expenditures, Capital Outlay, and Interest
(in thousands)
Per School 
Age Child 
(5-17)
Rank in 
Tennessee and 
its Bordering 
States
Rank in 
Southeastern 
States
Alabama X X 383,731 396 9 12
Arkansas X X 266,822 514 7 10
Florida X 1,213,546 775 1
Georgia X X 698,717 558 4 6
Kentucky X X 446,700 524 5 8
Louisiana X 606,700 563 5
Mississippi X X 307,450 449 8 11
North Carolina X X 805,552 585 3 3
South Carolina X 400,700 529 7
TENNESSEE X 532,000 519 6 9
Virginia X X 841,000 690 1 2
West Virginia X 271,400 581 4
Missouri X' 798,306 677 2
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Appendix G
Estimated Total Current Expenditures for Public Elementary
and Secondary Day Schools, 1969-70*
Bo
rd
er
in
g
So
ut
h­
ea
st
er
n
Amount 
(in thousands)
Per Pupil 
In Average 
Daily 
Attendance
Per Pupil 
In Average 
Daily 
Membership
Per School Age Child
(5-17)
Rank in 
Tennessee and 
Its Bordering 
States
Rank in 
South­
eastern 
States
Alabama X X 341,581 438 419 353 9 12
Arkansas X X 222,968 534 507 430 7 10
Florida X 931,917 710 665 595 1
Georgia X X 617,365 600 557 493 3 4
Kentucky X X 395,000 612 576 464 5 7
Louisiana X 503,440 620 575 467 6
Mississippi X X 257,000 476 449 375 8 11
North Carolina X X 675,722 609 575 491 4 5
South Carolina X 335,700 555 522 443 9
TENNESSEE X 461,500 548 522 450 6 8
Virginia X X 690,000 691 653 567 1 2
West Virginia X 237,700 628 595 509 3
Missouri X 648,606 714 N.A. 550 2
*National Education Association, Research Division, Estimates of School Statistics, 1969-70
(Washington, D.C.: National Education Association, 1969), p. 37.
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